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CURRENT TOPICS. 


| Mk. Justice Currry will, in future, take his seat in court each 
| day at 10.30, instead of 10 o’clock, as hitherto. 





| Lorp Justice Horxer will sit with the Court of Appeal at 
Westminster to the end of the present sittings. 





_ Lory Justice Baccattay was too ill to attend the Court of 
Appeal at Lincoln’s-inn on Monday last, and that court has 
/since sat with two judges only to hear interlocutory matters. 





_ Mr. Justice Fry has risen for a few days, and will not sit 
Pagain in court till next Thursday. Mr. Justice Kay, instead of 
intermitting his sittings at present, has announced his intention of 
terminating the sittings of his court on Friday, the 31st inst., 
four days before the commencement of the Easter Vacation. 





A NEW ORDER OF TRANSFER has been issued, which we print § 


‘elsewhere, for the transfer of twenty causes from the list of Vice- 
‘Chancellor Hatt to that of Mr. Justice Fry ; twenty causes from 


‘the list of Mr. Justice Currry to that of Mr. Justice Fry, and? 


“sixty causes from the list of Mr. Justice Cuirry to that of Mr. 
/Justice Kay, for the purpose of trial or hearing only. 





| THE ADJOURNED MEETING of the Rule Committee of Judges was 
held on Wednesday in the Lord Chancellor’s room at Westminster, 
'to take into further consideration the Report of the Legal Proce- 
e Committee. The Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, 
the Master of the Rolls, Mr. Baron Porutocx, Lord Justice 
‘Linpuey, Sir James Hannen, and Justices Fry and Manisty 


"were present. 





_ A PRACTICAL POINT of some importance to country solicitors 
yhas been noticed in the reports of two law societies recently 
‘published by us. It has been the practice in the country to 
“dentify persons signing a notice of dissolution of partnership by 
‘a declaration bearing a half-crown stamp. In London, on the 
other hand, notices of dissolutions of partnership for the London 
Gazette are received without any such declaration where a London 
dlicitor is the attesting witness. It has recently been arranged 
that where a country solicitor whose name appears in the Law List 
Js the attesting witness, a notice of dissolution for the Gazette will 
‘be received from the country without any declaration. 





_ At a MEETING of the Hull Law Society, held on February 
21, the following resolution was moved by Mr. Lowe, the 
president of the society, and seconded by Mr. Suackuzs: “ That 
an the opinion of this society, the office of Registrar of Deeds for 
he East Riding of Yorkshire (now rendered vacant by the death 
bf Mr. Marsrer) should be filled by the appointment of a 
member of the legal profession, who should pledge himself to 
Attend personally to the duties of the office, and keep such 
indexes as will render the search for deeds, &c., more simple and 
xpeditious than at present.” The resolution was carried by a 
fery large majority. London practitioners will wish that the 
latter part of the resolution could be enforced on the officers of 
he Middlesex Registry. 


Ir Is WORTH WHILE to remark, in connection with the 
announcement that the Select Committee of the House of Lords 
have no intention of scrutinizing the exercise of the judicial 
functions of the Land Court, that any examination of the com- 
missioners or sub-commissioners with this object would be illegal. 
This follows from the case of Duke of Buccleuch v. Metropolitan 
Board of Works (L. R. 5 H. L. 418), in which it was held by the 
House of Lords that though an arbitrator may be asked what 
passed before him in the arbitration, he cannot be asked what 
passed in his own mind when exercising his discretionary powers 
on the matters submitted to him for consideration. And Baron 
CrEasBy, in delivering his opinion in that case, said that “ with 
respect to the office of judges [as distinguished from arbitrators ] 
it has been felt that there are grave objections to their conduct 
being made the subject of cross-examination and comment (to 
which hardly any limit could be put) in relation to proceedings 
before them; and as everything which they can properly prove 
can be proved by others, the courts of law discountenance, and I 
think I may say prevent, them from being examined. But those 
objections do not apply to a person selected as arbitrator for the 
particular occasion by the parties.” And it is to be observed 
that Lord Carrns in his judgment, remarked that, “as regards 
the reception of the evidence the line has been most properly and 
accurately drawn by Mr. Baron Creassy.” 





Lorp Carrns’ proposed supplement to the Conveyancing Act 
has been issued to the public. The reader will have noticed that 
no small part of the objections urged by us against the Act of 
last year turned upon the inaccurate language in which it is 
drafted. Our objections to the new Bill are seldom or never con- 
fined to the language alone; we observe, indeed, that a good 
many alterations for the better have been made in its | e. 
But its matter is generally such as to do credit to the discretion of 
the Select Committee by whom its provisions were struck out 
last year. It seems to be pervaded by a desire to make pur- 
chasers safe at all costs: a sentiment which is highly laudable 
within due bounds, but which cannot be carried too far without 
offering dangerous facilities to rogues, who could desire nothing 
better than that all purchasers from them should obtain an indefeas- 
ible title. Something of the same questionable policy appears in the 
proposal of section 2, that it shall be in the discretion of a solicitor 
(acting, of course, in good faith) to dispense with the investiga- 
tion of a title which has been previously investigated and accepted 
on behalf of a purchaser. If this provision should pass, 
persons who by their own carelessness in investigation have 
obtained a bad title will be greatly helped towards passing it on 
to a new purchaser, upon whom the loss, if any, will fall. It 
will be seen from the letters which have appeared in our columns 
that, in the opinion of many members of the profession, the 
separate examination of married women, which the Bill proposes 
to abolish, is by no means a useless ceremony, and that it cannot 
be abolished without offering dangerous facilities and temptations 
to marital bullying. It is difficult to regard any part of the Act 
with any feeling more cordial than doubt and hesitation. The 
language, as we have said, has been improved; but a great deal 
of room is left for further improvement. We propose to return 
hereafter to a more detailed examination of the provisions of the 
Bill. 








THE APPEARANCE of two judges in the witness-box in the 
Phillimore case, suggests the consideration whether these learned 
persons, and other persons whose time is especially valuable, 
might not be allowed to give evidence on affidavit under ord. 37, 
|r. 1, which empowers the court or a judge at any time, for sufficient 
! yeason, and unless the production of the witness be bond fide de- 
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sired for cross-examination, to order that any particular fact or facts 
may be proved by affidavit, or that the affidavit of any witness may 
be read at the trial. Except as modified by this rule, it is clear law 
that any person, however considerable (except only the Sovereign), 
may be summoned by swbpena from Northumberland to Cornwall. 
As an instance of the universality of the rule, Bentham asked, 
“Were the Prince of Wales, the Archbishop of Canterbury, and 
the Lord High Chancellor to be passing in the same coach while 
a chimney-sweeper and a barrow-woman were in dispute about a 
halfpenny worth of apples, and the chimney-sweeper and the barrow- 
woman were to think proper to call upon them for their evidence, 
could they refuse it?” ‘No,’ he answers, “ most certainly not.” 
And, in a note to a learned work on Evidence, we find the following 
curious story :—‘ We remember a prosecution for blasphemy, 
in which the defendant, by way of showing the divided state of 
opinion on theological subjects, actually subpoenaed the heads of 
all the religious persuasions he could hear of, and when the day 
of trial arrived, these found themselves all shuffled together 
in the waiting-room—the Archbishop of Canterbury and the 
Chief Rabbi being of the party.’ With regard to the capacity 
of a judge to give evidence on matters not relating to his 
judicial functions, it was at one time supposed that a judge 
was incapacitated by being named as a judge in the commission 
under which the court is sitting (7 Hen. 4, 41a), but this 
doctrine has long been exploded (R. v. Hacker, J. Kelynge, 12). It 
is still a matter of doubt, however, whether a judge can give 
evidence in the very cause which he is trying, the better opinion 
being that he cannot, See the question discussed in Taylor on 
Evidence, s. 1244. 





A DECISION was pronounced last week by Mr. Justice Kay 
which will, we believe, be found to enlarge the idea of our readers 
as to what, for the purposes of the Stamp Act, constitutes a 
promissory note. The facts of the case (Hodges v. Newport), so 
far as they are material, were as follows. The defendant was the 
executor of a deceased person, who had, together with the plain- 
tiff, given a joint promissory note for £350 to a banker. The 
whole of the money was paid at maturity by the plaintiff, who 
now claimed to receive credit for half the amount in taking 
accounts between himself and the estate of the deceased joint 
acceptor of the note. In order to prove that the joint acceptor 
had not been a mere surety for the plaintiff, but had been, as 
between himself and the plaintiff, liable to pay half the amount of 
the note, the plaintiff at the trial tendered in evidence a document, 
purporting to be signed by the deceased, and worded as follows :— 
‘*T agree to pay the sum of £175, being half the sums of the joirt 
bill in Stuckey Bank, my due [sic].—(Signed) Samvuet New- 
Port.” This document, supposing it to be a promissory note, was 
not properly stamped; and the Stamp Act does not permit an 
inland promissory note to be stamped after execution, even on 
payment of a penalty; so that upon that hypothesis the document 
was excluded from being put in evidence. Mr. Justice Kay, 
relying upon the language of the Stamp Act, 1870, s. 49, sub- 
section (1), held that the document was a promissory note within 
the meaning of that section. The section upon which the learned 
judge relied enacts that “the term promissory note means and 
includes any document or writing (except a bank-note) containing 
a promise to pay any sum of money.” These words are no doubt 
very wide, and it would seem that a document may be a 
promissory note for the purposes of the Stamp Act, though 
it is by no means obviously a promissory note for 
other purposes and in the ordinary sense of the word. 
Sir Jouy Bytes, it will be remembered, gives the following 
definition :—“ A promissory note is an absolute promise 
in writing, signed, but not sealed, to pay a specified sum at a time 
therein limited, or on demand, or at sight to a person therein 
named or designated, or to his order, or to the bearer.” The 
decision tends to throw uncertainty over some questions which 
have not hitherto been treated in practice as doubtful. A mere 
acknowledgment intended to take a debt out of the Statute of 
Limitations would be very likely to use the word “agree,” and 
would certainly contemplate the future payment of a money claim. 
Can it be that these documents, even if containing a reference to 
@ preceding promissory note, require to be stamped as promissory 











notes? The same remarks apply to acknowledgments of a liabili 

to “answer for the debt of another person,” within section 4 of the 
Statute of Frauds. It will be a consideration of some gravity if 
these and such like documents require to be stamped as promissory 
notes in order to be admissible as evidence; but it is difficult to 
explain the ruling of Mr. Justice Kay upon any other hypothesis, 





Ir 1s TO BE HOPED, but hardly to be expected, that the justice 
of the decision in Walker v. Matthews (30 W. R. 338) will 
commend itself to the rural mind. A cattle dealer bought in 
market overt two cows from a man who had stolen them. The 
dealer sold the cows to a bond fide purchaser, who had no notice of 
the felony. Section 100 of the Larceny Act, 1861, provides that 
if any person guilty of felony in stealing any property shall be 
convicted thereof, “in such case the property shall be restored to 
the owner or his representative,’ and the court, before whom any 
person is tried, shall have power to award writs of restitution for 
the property, or to order the restitution thereof in a summary 
manner. And it was decided in Scattergood v. Silvester (15 Q: B. 
506) that the effect of conviction under this Act is to re-vest 
the property in stolen goods in the original owner, notwithstand. 
ing any intervening sale in market overt. The person from 
whom the cows were stolen traced them to the purchaser 
and demanded their restitution, but he refused to give 
them up. Some months after, the thief was convicted 
of having stolen the cows, and the person from whom they 
were stolen, after again demanding them from the purchaser, 
brought an action against him to recover them. The purchaser 
counter-claimed for the cost of their keep while they were in his 
possession, up to the time of the conviction of the thief, on the 
ground that until that time the property in them did not vest in 
the plaintiff. But he was met by Mr. Justice Loprs with the 
observation that if the property in the cows was in him, he could 
not recover the expenses of keeping his own property; still less 
if he was keeping them wrongfully. And the court gaye judg- 
ment for the plaintiff on the counter-claim. 





On Saturday and Monday the appeals in the cases of The Law Society of the 
United Kingdom v. Shaw and another, and The Law Society of the United 
Kingdom v. Waterlow Brothers & Layton, were heard by the Court of Apreal, 
The actions were for penalties against firms of law stationers carrying on business 
in London, it being alleged that the d+ fendants acted as proctors in the Probito, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division without being duly qualified witbin the 
Solicitors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict.c. 127), s. 26. The nature of the acting 
complained of consisted in the defendants, by themselves, or their servants, 
lodging and registering the papers required for probate of wills at Somerset 
House, applying for and obtaining the grant of probate, answering inquiries 
made by the officials in regard to such applications for a grant of probate, and 
discharging such duties in the name cf solicitors or proctors. 
The only difference in the facts of the two cases was that 
the defendants in the first case acted for, and in the name of 
solicitors practising in London; the defendants ia the second 
case acted for, and in the name of, solicitors practising in the country, The 
actions were tri-d together before Mr. Justice Grove in Middlesex; the jury 
were discharged; by consent judgment was entered for the plaintiffs for £50, 
being the amount of one penalty, and execution was stayed to enable the 
opinion of the Court of Appeal to be taken by the defendants, The court 
reserved judgment. 


On Wednesday afternoon, in Lincoln’s-inn Hall, Mr. Justice Chitty pre- 
sided over the annual distribution of prizes to the Inns of Court Rifle 
Volunteers. In the absence of the commanding officer, Lieutenant-Colonel 
Bulwer, Q.C., M.P., Major Russell commanded the battalion, which was 
drawn up in the hall, and received Mr. Justice Chitty (late major in the corps) 
with a military salute. In the course of his remarks, Mr. Justice Chitty 
referred to the eminent men who had preceded him in the position he that 
day occupied in regard to this ceremony, and said he felt that the honour of 
fllowing great lawyers, politicians, and soldiers in that presidential chair was 
due to his having served for more than seventeen years in the ranks of the 
regiment, He expressed his deep regret that he had been obliged by pro- 
f-ssional avocations and other duties to retire from active volunteering, and 
then, to show that the duties of a volunteer were not incompatible with the 
attainment of the bighest professional honours, he @numerated the many 
eminent judges who had been active members of the Inns of Court Volunteer 
Corps, addirg that these examples would seem to show that the members of 
the regiment might be regarded as carrying the judge’s wig in their knapsack’. 
He urged the younger members of the profession to enter the ranks, and 
assured them, from his own experience, of the social advantages of being 
members of the cerpe. In proof of the view that volunteering gave men the 
power to work 1 instanced the fact that the commanding officer was one of 
her Majesty's cc yosel, was editor of Law Reports, was a member of Parlia 
ment, and yet f nnd time to be frequently with his regiment, 
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; MISREPRESENTATION. 


Tue case of Redgrave v. Hurd (30 W. R. 251) is an instance of a 
curious fact about our law—that often the most elementary points 
are those which are found to be left in the greatest doubt. Questions 
as to the rescission of contracts on the ground of misrepresentation 
are of constant occurrence, yet the true principles upon which 
they must be decided have remained in some doubt even after 
much discussion in the House of Lords. The claim for rescission 
is often the return blow to an attack for specific performance, 
and yet in Redgrave v. Hurd the eminent judge who has 
made the law as to specific performance his own province 
is found going wrong as to misrepresentation. The Master 
of the Rolls said there was a proposition of law ‘‘ not quite 
accurately stated”? in Mr. Justice Fry’s judgment; and 
further on he observed that some of the learned judge’s 
remarks were inaccurate in law and not borne out by the case to 
which he referred. The proposition which Mr. Justice Fry had 
stated was that if a man has been induced to enter into a contract 
by a false representation, it is a good answer to him to say that he 
had the means of finding out the truth for himself and did not 
choose to avail himself of it, or only inquired into it carelessly and 


inefficiently. This was not the doctrine of equity, and it is not 
the law now. The law is that, if a man has induced another to 
enter_into a contract by a false representation, he shall not be 
allow: rofit by his wrong. It makes no difference whether 


the man knew that the representation was false or not; if it was 
in fact untrue he is not to keep the benefit he has got by the in- 
correct representation. Mr. Justice Fry’s statement breaks 
down by reason of the first part of it. It is often a good 
answer to an action for rescission on the ground of misrepresentation 
to prove that the plaintiff had the means given him of discover- 
ing the truth; for it may be that the contract was not induced by 
the representation, but that the plaintiff acted on his own judg- 
ment, and not on the defendant’s representations. But Mr. 
Justice Fry assumes that the contract was induced by the repre- 
sentation; and that being so, the question at once turns not so 
much upon the position of the defrauded as upon that of the 
defrauder. The law will not countenance him in getting a benefit 
by having misled the other party. That, as the Master of the 
Rolls pointed out, is good morality as well as good law. Whether 
the mistake was made unwittingly, or whether it was a fraud 
(using the word in its ordinary sense), makes no difference. So 
soon as the representation is shown to have been incorrect, it is a 
moral delinquency for a man to try to keep a_ beneficial contract 
which he has got by a statement which he now knows to be false. Of 
course, the use of the word “fraud’’ had led to many misunder- 
standings upon this subject. The word has been used in equity— 
unfortunately, no doubt—as a convenient term for something 
which it rather closely resembles, but is not. The law is, perhaps, 
not a very stern moralist. In civil cases it will only act between 
parties. Of some disputes it will take no heed. It will not hear 
the parties, but, so as to speak, drives them from the judg- 


ment seat. Immoral contracts and betting transactions are obviou 
nstances, But when once the law takes cognizance of a dispute, 


it confines its attention to the questions letween the parties. It 
will not punish a man simply because he has been fraudulent, 
but asks whether the fraud has hurt the other party. Therefore, 
the first question in cases of misrepresentation is not whether 
it was fraudulent, but whether it induced the contract. If it did, 
thé iiisrepresentation may, without much straining of language, 
be called a fraud. The Master of the Rolls, in Redgrave v. Hurd, 
has shown very clearly how it really would become a fraud if 
equity did not step in and prevent it from going further. 

In this case Redgrave, an “elderly solicitor,’ advertised in a 
legal journal that he had a moderate practice with extensive con- 
nections in a populous town, and that being about to retire he 
would, in the first instance, take into partnership an efficient 
lawyer, who would not object to purchase his suburban residence 
for £1,600. Hurd, who was a solicitor, answered the advertise- 
ment, and the advertiser, in personal interviews, represented his 
business as bringing in £300 a year. Redgrave kept no regular 
books, but he showed Hurd a number of papers, from which it 
appeared that the business brought in about £200 a year, and on 
Hurd’s asking how the remaining £100 was made up, Redgrave 











pointed to more papers, which he said represented the rest of his 
business. Hurd thereupon, without making any further investiga- 
tion, signed an agreement for the purchase of the house, and 
entered into partnership with Redgrave. It was alleged that 
the practice was worthless, and Hurd refused to complete. Red- 
grave then brought an action for specific performance, and Hurd 
counter-claimed for rescission of the contract. Mr. Justice Fry 
decided in favour of the plaintiff, and the Court of Appeal 
reversed that decision. The Master of the Rolls pointed out that 
Mr. Justice Fry was wrong, not only in holding that the defend- 
ant’s negligence disentitled him to relief, but also in coming to 
the conclusion that he did not rely upon the plaintiff's statements. 
This was not a mere mistake upon the evidence, but in Jaw. 
“When a person makes a material representation to another to 
induce him to enter into a contract, and the other enters into that 
contract, it is not sufficient to say that the defendant does not 
prove he entered into the contract relying upon it, because, if it 
is a material representation calculated to induce him to enter into 
the contract, that is a conclusion at which you arrive by inference. 
You must show that he abandoned it—either that he had know- 
ledge of the facts contrary to the representation, or that he did 
somehow or other state explicitly that he did not rely on the 
representation.” 

The counter-claim also asked for damages on the ground of 
deceit, but this claim failed because the defendant did not prove 
the plaintiff’s knowledge that his statements were untrue, nor 
plead the ullegations in sufficient detail to found an action for 
deceit. 

The case upon which Mr. Justice Fry relied was the well-known 
case of Attwood v. Small (6 Cl. & F. 232), where the law lords were 
not agreed. It has often been pointed out that the dicta in that 
case are not very consistent with one another. The Master of the 
Rolls has now made a very minute examination of the speeches of 
the three lords who were in the majority, and has undoubtedly set 
at rest any doubts which the case may have raised. The grounds 
of the decision were, he says, “ no fraud, actual knowledge of the 
facts before the contract, no reliance upon the misrepresentation. 
In no way, as it appears to me, does the real decision, or do the 
real grounds of decision, in the case of Attwood v. Small support 
the proposition that it is a good defence to an action for rescission 
of a contract on the ground of fraud to say that the man who 
comes to set aside the contract inquired to a certain extent, but 
did it carelessly and inefficiently, and, therefore, did not observe 
the fraud, and is thereby prevented from upsetting the contract.” 
Upon this there is one thing to be observed. The Master of the 
Rolls uses the word “fraud” when “ incorrect representation” 
would have been more accurate. In the earlier part of his judg- 
ment he had in effect shown in what sense he employed the term 
“fraud.” Mr. Justice Fry in his book on Specific Performance 
(2nd ed., p. 282), says, “ A misrepresentati not be 
a fraud. Where it is false to the knowledge of the person making 
it, it isa fraud. When its falsity was not known, it may have 
been carelessly made, or even in perfect innocence: and yet the 
fact that the statement was false may render it unconscionable in 
the person who made the statement to enforce the contract which 
it produced.” For the purposes of resisting specific performance 
or obtaining rescission of a contract on the ground of misrepre- 
sentation, it is immaterial whether the representation was made by 
a person who believed it to be true, or one who did not believe it 
to betrue. (See per Lord Cairns in The Reese River Silver Mining 
Company’s case, L. R. 2 Ch. 604.) Mr. Justice Fry says (Joc. ett.) 
that ‘‘ somewhat less than the ingredients requisite” to ground an 
action for rescission of a contract “ will suffice to prevent the active 
interference of the court in specific performance.” This appears 
to be hardly correct. The principle of equity seems to be the 
same in both cases where there has been an incorrect representa- 
tion dans locum contractui, The principle at common law in 
actions for rescission was different. ‘ There were cases,” says the 
Master of the Rolls, “in which, even at common law, you could 
rescind a contract, although you could not show that the man 
knew the statement or the representation to be false.’ But the 
principles upon which the common law acted have now given way 
to that of equity. When damages are claimed for deceit the 
common law principles still apply, and to ground an action of 
deceit—that is to say, to get damages—much more must be proved 
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than where the object is to resist specific performance or to have 
the contract rescinded. 

The error into which Mr. Justice Fry fell in Redgrave v. Hurd 
—inadvertently, no doubt, as his chapters on misrepresentation 
and fraud abundantly show—was in confounding the case of a 
representation where the person induced to contract has means 
of investigating with that where the investigation and not the 
representation has induced the contract. If the representation 
really induced the contract, the question as to the means of 
investigation does not matter at all. If there was an investigation, 
and it was relied on, then in fact the question of representation 
does not arise. The facts in cases which give rise to these 
questions are generally similar. There is some representation to 
bring the parties together, and there is usually some sort of inquiry ; 
what the court has to decide is, Which was it that induced the 
contract ? 








THE WORKING OF THE EMPLOYERS’ 
LIABILITY ACT. 


Tue case of Moyle vy. Jenkins (LL. R. 8 Q. B. D. 116), in which 
it was decided by Grove, Lopes, and Bowen, JJ., that the notice 
which is a condition precedent to suing under the Employers’ 
Liability Act, and which must be given within six weeks from the 
occurrence complained of, must be im writing, is the only case 
upon the construction of the Act which has yet reached the High 
Court ; but the useful work of Mr. Ruegg contains an abstract of 
thirteen cases from April to October, 1881, which have been 
decided in the county courts. We propose shortly to consider 
such legal points as arose in these cases, and to offer a few remarks 
on some other points on the Act. 

The following is a brief abstract of the principal sections of the 
Act :— 

A worko an, unless he knew of the defect or negligence which caused his 
injary, and did not give information of it, or knew that his employer ora 
superior was aware of it, bas the same right of compensation as if he had not 
been in the service of the employer for personal injury, caused either— 

(1) By defect in machinery arising from, or not remedied by, the negligence 
of the employer, or some person to whom the supervision of the machinery is 


(2) By the negligence of any ferson in the service of the employer having 
the sole or principal duty of superintendence, and not ordinarily engaged in 
manual labour :— 

(3) By the negligence of any person in the service, &c., to whose orders the 
workman was bound to conform :— 

(4) By the act or omission of any person in the service, &., in obedi- 
ence to bye-laws, not being bye-laws sanctioned by a Government department 
under the authority of Parliament, if the injury resulted from some impropriety 
therein :— or 

(5) By the negligence of any person in the service, &., who has the charge 
of any “ signal points, locomotive engine, or train upon a railway.” 

It is material to observe at the outset that these enactments do 
not abolish the doctrine of “common employment.’’ A fellow- 
servant suing a fellow-servant must still fail to recover unless he 
ean bring himself within the words of one of the exceptions which 
the statute ingrafts upon the rule of Priestley v. Fowler (3 M. & 
W. 1), that the master is not liable. 

No question appears yet to have arisen upon the meaning of the 
five sub-sections above abstracted. The difficult questions which 
may arise on what is “a principal duty of superintendence” and 
what is being “ ordinarily engaged in manual labour ” would seem 
to be questions of fact rather than of law, and so would the still 
more difficult question as to whether there was “impropriety ” in 
any particular bye-law. But it is clear that such questions can 
never be satisfactorily determined by a jury, and it is easy to 
imagine a case where a county court judge may be destitute of the 
proper special knowledge on which to form an opinion. It is to be 
hoped, therefore, that the assistance of assessors, as provided for 
by section 6 of the Act, will be frequently invoked. 

The 5th sub-section gives rise to two questions. Is the ex- 
pression “train” confined to a train properly so called, a com- 
pleted train in motion, or will it also apply to any line of carriages 
or trucks which may be got together in the course of railway 
work? We incline to the more inclusive meaning; but the 
question is not free from doubt. If “train ” is to be read strictly, 


all shunting operations, which are clearly within the mischief of 
the Act (for what fellowship has a shunter with a platelayer 7), 





would be excluded from it. Secondly, does “railway” include 
“tramway?” We think not. A tramway we take to have a 
well-defined meaning separate from that of a railway, the 
distinction being that the owner of a railway owns the land over 
which the rails run, whereas the owner of a tramway does not, 
If tramway was to be included, it would have been expressly 
mentioned. 

The principal legal points in the county court cases have arisen 
upon the important sections as to notice. These are sections 4 
and 7, of which an abstract is as follows :— 

An action is not maiotainable unless written notice giving the name and 
address of the party injured, with particulars, be given within six weeks and 
the action is commenced within six months, or in case of death, within twelve 
months. In case of death the want of notice is no bar if the judge be of 
op'nion there was reasonable excuse for such want of notice. No notice is to be 
deemed invalid by reason of any defect therein, unless the judge be of opinion 
that the defendant is prejudiced by the defect, and that the defect was (sic in 
the Act) for the purpose of misleaiing. The notice may be served by post by 
a registered letter. 


Upon these sections we find from Mr. Ruegg’s appendix that 
in the Bow County Court service by an unregistered letter has been 
held good; that in the Oldham County Court the pregnancy of a 
widow “ who was so excited in mind that her medical man ordered 
her not to be consulted on the subject ” has been held a reasonable 
excuse for not giving notice in time; and that at Cockermouth, 
where a formal notice had not been given until ten weeks, but 
within fifteen days the plaintiff wrote to defendants’ manager, 
stating that he should hold the company liable, and claiming cou- 
pensation, “it was held by the judge that this notice was 
sufficient.” To the decisions at Bow and Oldham no exception 
can be taken. Both of the questions were purely questions for 
the judge, and it is well to point out that far more liberal views of 
the Act might have been taken without the possibility of being 
upset. Where an Act of Parliament uses the words “ reasonable,” 
“ satisfied,” “in the opinion of,” and so forth, in connection with 
the decision of a judge upon a point, it clearly constitutes that 
judge an absolute arbiter upon that point. The Cockermouth 
decision seems clearly wrong, or, as Mr. Ruegg more politely puts 
it, “ questionable,’ and may be contrasted with the more accurate 
construction of the Act in the Manchester court, where the judge 
nonsuited a plaintiff who proceeded upon a notice in these words, 
“The boy, William Tarley, who was hurt at your mill on the 
22nd of February, will require a considerable sum of compensation. 
Do you think we can settle the matter out of court, or must we 
bring an action?” This notice, which is not very dissimilar to 
that which was admitted to be incorrect in Moyle v. Jenkins, if a 
written notice was requisite, failed because the Legislature, using 
negative words, says in section 4 that the action shall not be 
maintainable unless, &c., and, as the court has held in Moyle v. 
Jenkins, the words of section 7, which prescribe the form of notice, 
are to be read into section 4. 

A question which may, perhaps, arise is whether the ‘‘informa- 
tion” of defects and negligence, for failing to give which, under 
section 2 the workman forfeits his right to compensation, must 
also be in writing. Moyle v. Jenkins leaves the point untouched, 
but it may be contended that that decision impliedly decides it. 
The words in section 7 are: “ Notice in respect of an injury 
under this Act shall give the name and address, ke.” In one sense 
the information is “notice in respect of an injury.” But we 
cannot think that so extended an application of section 7 will be 
given by the High Court. The information is to be given before 
the injury can possibly happen: the notice, of course, can only be 
given after it has happened. On the other hand, it is remarkable 
that the only other notice in respect of an injury to which section 
7 can apply is the notice under section 4. 

It is observed by Mr. Ruegg that ‘more than one application 
to remove an action under the Act by certiorari to the High 
Court on account of the largeness of the amount claimed has been 
refused.” The applications for removal being made, according to 
the ordinary practice, in chambers, no report of the applications 
was, of course, obtainable; but we are somewhat surprised that 
no attempt has been made to appeal from the refusals to remove. 
The sections of the County Court Act (Act of 1846, s. 90; Act of 
1856, #. 38), no doubt make the removal a matter of discretion, 
and the High Court would, no doubt, be extremely reluctant to 
interfere with that discretion. Still it seems equally clear that 
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both the removal and the refusal to remove may be appealed 

inst to a divisional court, and to the Court of Appeal (see 
section 19 of the Judicature Act of 1873), and even to the House 
of Lords (see section 3 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876), 
in succession. Perhaps the reason for acquiescing in the decision 
of the judge at chambers is, that the parties are content with the 

ibilities of an appeal. But is it so certain that an appeal lies ? 
The Act itself is silent as to appeal, but express as to certiorari. 
If an appeal lies, it must come from the County Court Acts. But 
might it not be argued, that by expressing certiorari, which also 
would have come from the County Court Acts if appeal would, 
and looking also to the rule that an appeal cannot be given by 
implication, the right of appeal does not exist? We think, on the 
whole, that the right exists, but we cannot help suspecting that 
some legal doubt upon the subject may account for the fact that 
of the three cases in which Mr. Ruegg tells us that an appeal was 
intended, none of them has, as yet, been heard of. In Moyle v. 
Jenkins the respondent succeeded, so that it was not necessary to 
raise the point. 

The only other question which occurs to us upon the Act is the 
rather grave one whether the County Court Rules which have 
been made under the Act are not ultra vires, The 6th section 
allows rules to be made “for the purpose of regulating the con- 
ditions (sic) and mode of appointment’”’ of assessors, “and all 
matters of procedure relating to their duties, and also for the 
purpose of consolidating” actions, ‘‘ and otherwise preventing 
multiplicity of such actions.” The rules (order 39b of the County 
Court Rules of 1880) provide (inter alia) for the time within 
which a summons is to be delivered to the bailiff, and within 
which a jury must be demanded. These rules are clearly not 
within the particular words of section 7 under which they are 
made, and there are no general words. It will be contended, of 
course, that they are within the general words of section 32 of the 
County Court Act, 1856, and there is some reason for this conten- 
tion. But we greatly doubt whether the Legislature intended that 
the procedure in actions under the Employers’ Liability Act 
should differ from that in another action, except as indicated in 
the Act itself. We commend this and other doubtful points to 
the notice of Mr. Burt, who has, we observe, given notice of his 
intention to introduce an amending Bill. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


STAMPING DEEDS AT THE ROYAL COURTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,~—-Among the recent improvements at the Royal Courts of Justice 
provided for the convenience of the profession there is a departmeut for 
the stamping of deeds, 

Under existing arrangements documents can be stamped with any 
of the following sums—viz., 1s., 2s., 5s., 103., £1, and £5; but not with 
either 2s. 6d. or 6d.; consequently, to stamp a document with either of 
these two latter amounts it is still necessary to go to Somerset House. 

Could not the authorities be prevailed upon to cure this apparent defect 
by providing an apparatus for both these amounts, aud so enable stamp- 
ing for any sum, from 6d. to £5, to be “ done on the premises” ? Ihave 
no doubt that if attention is drawn to this omission the defect will be 
remedied. IV 





TENDERS INVITED FOR COSTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I send you the following advertisement, which appeared in a 
recent issue of a widely-circulated paper in the North of England :— 

“To Solicitors.—Tenders are invited for the looking into of Title to 
Frechold Property and Transfer Deed, and also Mortgage. Price paid 
for property, £5,825; amount of mortgage, £4,000. ‘I'he lowest offer 
will have preference; and secresy observed.—Apply in writing to 
‘Box ——,’ ——- Office.” 


I think the advertisement will be considered as unique. Perhaps we 
thall see next the medical profession invited to tender for the amputation 
of a leg or for the cure of some long-standing rheumatic affection, The 
“secreay” to be observed will probably prevent us from ever knowing 
the extent to which ‘‘ Box ——” will be bitten. The advertisement 


suggests painful reflections as to what will be done when the scale comes 
into operation, 


Svupscrrper. 


ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF DEEDS BY MARRIED WOMEN. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,— Referring to a letter under this head in your issue of the 25th ult., 
from a commissioner, perhaps you will allow me to express my entire 
concurrence with what he has said on the subject of abolishing these 
examinations. 

In the course of my experience, which is rather a long one, I have had 
many instances of their practical utility, one of which, with your per- 
mission, I will relate. 

I was once called in with another commissioner, who was rather 
interested in the transaction, to take an examination. On proceeding to 
put the usual question whether she acted voluntarily and without com- 
pulsion, the lady said, “I suppose I must.” “No,” I replied, “not if 
you are unwilling; it is our duty to ascertain whether you are willing.” 
After alittle hesitation she said, ‘‘ Well, if he performs his agreement, 
I have no objection.” I then informed her we should have to know 
what the agreement was, and see it carried out. My colleague concur- 
ring, we sent for the husband ; before he arrived, however, the wife said, 
“Shan’t I catch it for this;” and when the gentleman came into the 
room he certainly did look thunder and lightning. He had married the 
lady for her property solely, which he wanted to get under his own con- 
trol. The business was then postponed, eventually deeds were prepared 
with which the lady was satisfied, and then she gave her consent. 

ANOTHER COMMISSIONER. 





THE LAW SOCIETY’S PROCEDURE MEETING. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—At the meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, last Wednesday, 
I seconded an amendment “that that portion of the report which said 
that the ordinary mode of trial should be by a judge without a jary 
should not be agreed to.” 

Although the importance of this question of detail demanded length- 
ened discussion, I made my remarks very short, as it was evident that 
the meeting was impatient of any discussion on the subject. The meeting 
could not forget that it was their own committee; the practical and 
literary ability shown in the report, and the decided support accorded to 
it by the president and council. There was an evident feeling that 
sufficient discussion had taken place in committee, and that the report 
should be adopted asa whole. Still, as it was evident that the report 
was that of the majority of the committee only, the view of the minority 
should have received more attention at the meeting than was the case ; 
and [ believe at a later date it will be a matter of regret that the dis. 
cussion on the points of difference was so summarily disposed of. 

Take, for instance, resolution 12 of the Chancellor’s Committee: “ The 
mode of trial shall be by a judge without a jury, but in the summons 
for directions on the application of either party an order shall be made 
that the cause be tried by a jury if it shall appear that the questions 
involved can conveniently be so tried. Provided always that in the 
following cases the right of either party to a trial by jury shall be 
absolute—libel, slander, seduction, false imprisonment, malicious prose- 
cution, breach of promise of marriage.” 

What is the meaning of this rule? I can only read it as follows— 
viz., that the exceptions, contrary to most rules, are to be larger than the 
rule itself, and that, although the method of trial was to be by a judge, 
the majority of cases are intended, as heretofore, practically to be tried 
by a judge and jury whenever they could be conveniently so tried. 

It may be that the judges, the bar, solicitors, and litigants may be per- 
suaded to accept the silent revolution of our own committee by which 
trial by jury is to be nearly abolished, and that the common law courts 
are to be assimilated to the dull and insipid, and, by way of comparison, 
unsatisfactory, trials prevalent in the Chancery Division. 

The arguments founded on county court experience, by reason of the 
small amounts involved, are inapplicable, and besides, even in the county 
court, both plaintiff and defendant have an absolute right to trial by 
jury. 

With regard to the reservations made by the rule, they are singularly 
insufficient. For instance, in what respect should a breach of promise of 
marriage be tried by a jury, and not an action for wrongful dismissal, 
negligence, tort, including all actions for damages in respect of acci- 
dents. 

The fact is, that in some quarters an opinion is already expressed that 
trial by jury is to be discouraged, and there is too much reason to fear 
that, unless the right to a jury be made absolute, the judges may in a 
short time refuse a jury on the alleged principle of the rule. 

I concede that there is some considerable difficulty in framing the 
rule to meet the just requirements of all branches of the profession, 
litigants, and the public generally. I am afraid it may seem presump- 
tuous on my part to repeat that the rule should be larger than the ex- 
ceptions, but I hope that a large number of the profession would 
that the rule should be: “That the ordinary method of trial shall be by 
judge and jury as heretofore, but juries only to be granted on applica- 
tion of either party, and with power for the judge, subject to appeal, te 
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refuse such application on the ground that the action is for matters of 

pure account or intricate questions of law only, or is of ‘such a nature as 

to present no special question of fact upon which the assistance of a 

jury would be desirable.” Mavrice H. Levirron. 
14, Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate-street, Feb. 27. 





CROWN WINDFALLS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—A parliamentary return just issued shows that during the year 
1880 the total amount received by the Treasury Solicitor on behalf of 
the Crown in respect to persons dying without known next of kin was 
£56,448 13s. 11d. 

This return is an annual one, and might easily be made an invaluable 
document to the public—namely, by adding the names, addresses, and 
descriptions of the intestates, and the amount of each “ windfall.”’ 

Since the passing of the Treasury Solicitor Act, 1876, under which 
this return is made, the receipts have been as follows:—1877, 
£127,876 19s. 11d.; 1878, £139,769 9s. 3d.; 1879, £140,879 3s. 5d. 

The particulars above suggested would occupy but little space, as the 
eases average annually between thirty and forty only. 

1, Great College-street, Westminster, Feb. 24. Epwarp Preston. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


PracticE—DrMuRRER—A LLEGATION or Speciric Grounps—Orp. 28, rR. 
1, 2.—In a case of Bidder v. McLean, before the Court of Appeal on the 25th 
ult., the question was raised whether under the present practice it is essential 
that a demurrer should in all cases state specifically the grounds of 
demurrer. The action was brought to obtain a declaration that certain stock of 
a railway company was held by the defendants upon certain trusts. One of 
the defendants demurred to the statement of claim, ‘‘on the ground that the 
facts alleged therein do not show any cause of action to which effect can be 
giten by the court as against the defendant, and on other grounds sufficient in 
law to sustain the demurrer.” The plaintiff took out a summons, asking to 
have the demurrer set aside, ‘‘ on the ground that it does not state specifically 
whether it is to the whole, or to a part, and to what part of the statement of 
claim, and that it does not state any ground in law for the demurrer, and that 
no ground of demurrer, or osly a frivolous ground of demurrer, isstated.” It 
was urged that-nader rule 2 of order 28 it is now necessary in all cases to 
state specifically the grounds of demurrer, The court (Jesset, M.R., and 
BAGGALLay and LINDr¥Y, L.JJ.), however, held that no such absolute general 
role can be laid down, but that it must depend upon the nature of each case 
whether thé Gemmurrer should state specific grounds, And in the present case 
they held that no more specific grounds of demurrer could have been stated, 
and they arcordingly refused the application. —Soxicitors, Beale, Marigold, & 
Co. ; Hargrove & Co. 





BanNKRUPTCY—FRAUDULENT PREPERENCE—PRESSURE BY CREDITOR—BANK- 
Rruptcy Act, 1869, s.92—Evipence—Apmiss10N—SeErvice oF Cory or Depost- 
TION ALBEADY OX Fite—Costs—Banxervrtcy Ruzes, 1870, r. 50.—In acase of 
Ex parte Hail, before the Court of Appeal on the 23rd ult., a question arose 
as to fraudulent preference. On January 17 a trader received an advance of 
£700 from one of his creditors, on a promise by him that he would forth- 
with supply the creditor “with goods, or their equivalent, to cover the 
advance.” He failed to keep his promise, notwithstaniing repeated requests 
by the creditor that the goods might be sent to him. On February 14, the 
creditor hed an interview with him, and insisted on having the goods or their 
equivalent. The gocds, however, were not sent, nor was any equivalent given 
by the debtor. On February 17 the debtor sent his brother-in-law to the 
ereditor to tell him that it was all up with him, that he could not go on any 
longer, and that he hed made up his mind to stop payment. In consequence 
oA this information the creditor went to see the debtor, and was told by 
him thet be was done up, and that his bankers had told him to stop. The 
creditor then pressed him to perform his promise, and threatened that he would 

tantly o proceedings against him if he did not do so, The 
debtor promised to send the goods, and the creditor went away. On the 
19th of February the debtor gave B., a friend of the creditor, some bills of 
exchange, accepted by some other firms, requesting B. to hand over the 
bills to the creditor. 1. informed the creditor that he had the bills for him, 
and he afterwards applied to B. for them, but not (as the court held on the 
evidence) until after the 24th of February, on which day the debtor filed a 
liquidation petition. The proceedings for liquidation fell through, and on the 
16th of March the debtor was adjudicated a bankrupt upon the act of bank- 
ruptey committed by the filing of the liquidation petition. Mr. Registrar 
Pepys, a8 Chief Judge, held that the delivery of the bills of exchange was void 
as agsinet the trustee in the benkruptey, as being « fraudulent preference, and 
the Court of Appeal (Jeeser, M.R., and Baccattay and Lixprey, L.JJ.) 
efirmed the decision. The court beld that, independently of the question of 
fraudulent preference, there was a fatal objection to the claim of the 
eresitor to the bills, in the fact that he did not elect to take them as on 
eqaivalent for goods until after the act of bankruptcy had been committed, by 
which time they bad become the property of the trnstee, The debtor could 
not conn ye] the creditor to accept the bills ae an equivalent for goods; it was 
the right of the creditor to say whether he would accept them as an equiva- 
lent of not, and, until he had accepted them, the property in them did not 











pass to him. But Jusser, M.R., said that he agreed with the registrar that 
the transaction amounted to a fraudulent preference, even if the property in 
the bills had passed to the creditor before the act of bankruptcy. The hand. 
ing over of the bills after the creditor had gone away could not be said to 
have been the consequence of bond fide pressure on the part of the 
creditor, It was clearly a voluntary act on the part of the bankrupt, 
It would be absurd to call that which was done on the 17th of February 
pressure at all. The threat of proceedings against a man who was going to 
stop payment in a week could not be called pressure. Of course the cage 
would be entirely different if the creditor had known nothing about the state of 
the debtor’s affaires. The pressure on the 14th of February could not be taken 
into account, because it was plain that it had produced noeffect. BaGcattay, 
L.J., thought there was as clear a fraudulent preference as could possibly be 
conceived. LinpLEy, L.J., said that the first point was enough to dispose of 
the case, but he was inclined to think that the view of the Master of the Rolls 
was right as to the fraudulent preference. It was quite clear the transaction 
fell within the first part of section 92, and his lordship felt much doubt 
whether, having regard to the intimation which the creditor had received of 
the state of the bankrupt’s affairs, he was, within the meaning of the proviso 
at the end of the section, ‘‘a purchaser or payee in good faith and for valu- 
able consideration.” . 

Another point arose as to evidence. The trustee had given the creditor 
notice that on the hearing of the application he should use as evidence a de- 
position of the creditor, which had been taken on a previous occasion and 
was on the file of the proceedings in the bankruptcy, and had served 
the creditor with a copy of the deposition. The objection was raised in the 
Court of Appeal that this deposition could not be used as evidence on this 
occasion, the trustee having given notice to cross-examine the creditor on an 
affidavit which he had made on the present application, and not having cross- 
examined him. The court held that the deposition could properly be used 
against the creditor as an admission made by him, and said that, if he wished 
an opportunity of giving an explanation, his counsel might have applied for 
leave to call him as a witness in chief. 

There was also a question as to costs of copies of the deposition. It was 
urged that it was in accordance with the practice that a copy of the deposi- 
tion should be served on the other side, Jessen, M.R., said that he was very 
loth to recognize any such practice. Notice of a deposition which was already 
on the file ought to be sufficient. The party to whom the notice was given 
eould then go and look at the file, and take such extracts as were necessary. 
The court ought not to sanction a practice of serving copies of long 
examinations. The costs of the copy served on the creditor would, therefore, 
pot be allowed, Under the particular circumstances of the case his lordship 
thought that the costs of the copies of the deposition supplied for the use of 
counsel should be allowed. But it must not be supposed that the costs of such 
copies would in all cases be allowed; the court might think fit to allow 
only the costs of taking extracts.—Soricirors, Hamlin & Grammer ; Munns 
& Longden. 





BANKRUPTCGY—TRADER—VOLUNTARY SETTLEMENT—INTENT TO DELAY 
Crepirors—Baykrurtcy Act, 1869, s. 91—13 Exiz. co. 5—TRusTEEs— 
Cosrs.— In a case of Ex parte Russell, before the Court of Appeal on the 
24th ult., the question arose whether a voluntary settlement executed by a 
trader about three years before he filed a liquidation petition was void, 
either under section 91 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1869, or under the statute 
13 Eliz, c. 5, as against the trustee in the liquidation. Section 91 provides 
that “ any settlement of property made by a trader, not being a settlement 
made before and in consideration of marriage, or made in favour of a 
purchaser or incumbrancer in good faith and for valuable consideration, or a 
settlement made on or for the wife or children of the settlor of property 
which has accrued to the settlor after marriage in right of his wife, shall, if 
the settlor becomes bankropt within two years after the date of sach 
settlement, be void as against the trustee of the bankrupt appointed under 
this Act, and shall, if the settlor becomes bankrupt at any subsequent time 
within ten years after the date of such settlement, unless the parties 
claiming under such settlement can prove that the settlor was at the time of 
making the settlement able to pay all bis debts withont the aid of the 
property comprised in such settlement, be void against such trustee.” In 
the present case the settlor had carried on for some years the business of 
a baker, and had saved some money, with which be had bought some 
freehold bonses. On the 8th of August, 1878, he executed a voluntary 
settlement of the houses, and of the furniture in his dwelling house, for the 
benefit of his wife and children. Before he made the settlement he con- 
sulted hie solicitor, who advised him that the settlement would be of no 
avail unless he was able to pay all hia debts without the aid of the 
property which he proposed tosettle, and asked him to draw up a statement 
of his sffairs. Tho settlor accordingly drew up & memorandum, which 
stated that his assets (independently of the property he proposed to settle), 
consisted of cash £25, a hand cart value £7, working utensile value £49, 
and fixtures valae £20, total £92, and that his debts owing amounted to 
£58 15s., and with thia hia solicitor was satisfied, and prepared the settle- 
ment. At the time when he executed the settlement,the settlor waa about 
to purchase a grocery business, which he intended to carry on in addition 
to his other business. In September, 1878, he made the purchise of the 
grocery business, paying £90 for the goodwill and fixtures, Te carried on 
this basiness for about six months, but lost money by it, and he then sold 
the goodwill and fixtures for the same eum which he had given for them. He 
continued to carry on the baker's business alone, and in J aly, 1881, he filed 
a liquidation petition, and he then estimated his liabilities at £1,168, The 
trustee applied to the court to set aside the settlement as void either ander 
section 91 of the Bankruptoy Act, or under the Statute of Eliaabeth. 
deposed that the debtor’s estate was not worth more than £230. 
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sold the debtor’s utensils and fixtures in his shop to an incoming tenant by 
auction—the utensils for £6 138. 4d., and the fixtures for £5 15s. 9d. There 
was also evidence that, at the date of the settlement, the debtor owed other 
debte, which he bad not included in his estimate, which made the total 
amonot of bis debts at that date £111. But he said that he had 
aleo, at the same date, some flour, worth about £20, which he had not included 
in the estimate of his assets. The debts due at the date of the settlement had 
all been paid before the filing of the liquidation petition, The judge of the 
Salford County Court set aside the settlement, on the ground that it was void 
under the Statute of Elizabeth, because the settlor thereby withdrew from his 
creditors the only means whereby he could carry on the grocery business, so 
that they should not lose in the event of that business not proving successful. 
But his honour declined to express any opinion whether the settlement was 
void under section 91 of the Bankruptcy Act. The trustees of the settlement 
applied to the Chief Judge, and he beld that the settlement was not void 
under either Act. The Court of Appeal (Jesset, M.R., and BAGGALLAY and 
Linpcey, L.JJ.), held that the settlement was void under both Acts. JxEssEL, 
M.R., said that in his opinion, on the face of the bankrupt’s own estimate of 
his assets at the date of the settlement, be was not ‘‘ able to pay all his debts 
without the aid of the property comprised in the settlement.” His debts were 
presently duai how sould it be said he was able to pay them when he could 
do’so only by selling the implements of his trade ? It was clear, however, in 
the preesht CARS, That the bankrapt really Owed debts exceeding the amount of 
his own valuation of his assets. It was urged that the goodwill of his busi- 
ness ought to be taken into account, But that could not be reckoned as an 
available asset to satisfy debts which were presently due. His lordship was 
also of opinion that the county court judge was right in holding that the 
settlement was void under the Statute of Elizabeth. The principle of the 
decision of Malins, V.C., in Mackay v. Douglas (20 W. R. 652, L. R. 14 Eq. 
106), applied—viz., that a man could not be allowed to go into a hazardous 
business at the risk of bis creditors. The object of the Statute of Elizabeth 
wes to prevent that sort of thing. The object of the settlement here was to 
put the settlor'’s property out of the reach of his creditors, in case he should 
fail in the new business which he was about to commence, and that was the 
very thing which could not be done by a voluntary setilement. BaGGaLLay, 

L.J., concurred. Linpiey, L.J., said that the settlement was made, not sim- 
ply to benefit the settlor’s wife and children, but to protect them against the 
risk of his failing in the new business, It fell within the principle of Mackay 
v. Douglas, which was one of the most valuable decisions upon the Statute of 
Elizabeth. He also thought the settlement was void under section 91 of 
the Bankruptcy Act. The court must look, not merely at the amount of the 
settlor’s assets, but also at the position which he was assuming. If he was 
about to retire from business, the value of the utensils of bis trade and the 
gcodwill of his business might well be taken into account, but not if he was 
intending to carry on his business. He must be able to pay his debts in the 
way in which he was proposing to pay them, and that would not be by selling 

the implements of his trade, if he was going on with his business. 

The jadge of the county court gave the trustee in the liquidation his costs out 
of the debtor's estate, but left the trustees of the settlement to bear their own 
costs, The Court of Appeal ordered the settlement trustees personally to pay the 
costs of both appeals, Jxesset, M.R., said that the trustees might well have 
desired to have the question decided by a court, but, when they had gota 
decision, if they wished to appeal they must take the consequences. - SoLict- 
Tors, Pritchard, Englefield, d&: Co. ; Stacpoole § Son. 


CompaNy—WinpinG uP—PetiTIoN BY SHAREHOLDER WITHIN A YEAR 
AFTER INCORPORATION ofr CompANY—Companigs Act, 1862, s. 79—Costs— 
Securtry—UnbDerTAKING BY Soxuicrror.—In a case of In re The German 
Date Coffee Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 24th ult., the court 
(Jxssev, M.R., and Baggatiay and Linpvey, L.JJ.) affirmed an order for the 
winding up of the company, which had been made by Kay, J., on the petition 
of some shareholders, on the ground that the whole substratum of the company 
had failed, and that it had become impossible to carry on the business of the com- 
pany as defined by the memorandum of association. One of the objections taken 
to the petition was that it had been presented before the expiration of a year from 
the date of the incorporation of the company, and it was urged that, inasmuch as 
one of the grounds assigned by section 79 of the Companies Act for the winding 
up of a company is that the company has not commenced its business within 
a year from its incorporation, it could not be right, when that state of things 
did not exist, to make a wioding-up order on the ground that it was “ just and 
equitable” todoso. Linpiey, L.J., said that, if it was evident withia the 
year that the whole thing was abortive, the Act did not require that the 
company should go on for a year, but it might be wound up within the year 
under the ‘‘ just and equitable” clause, 

After the appeal had been set down, the petitioners gave notice of an 
application that the company should give security for the costs of the appeal. 
Thereupon, the company’s solicitors gave their personal undertaking to be 
answerable for the costs of the appeal, and the application for security was 
withdrawn, The appeal being Seained with costs, the court, instead of 
leaving the petitioners to enforce the undertaking, made an order that the 
solicitors personally should pay the costs of all the respondents served with 
notice of the ap —Soxtocrrors, John Tucker ; Longcroft §¢ Myers; Nye & 
Greenwood ; R. Reece. 


Lingt—Insunction—Jorigpi1cTion—ParivitsarD Communtcation.—In a 
tase of Zhe Quartz Hill Gold Mining Company v. Beale, before the 
Court of Appeal on the 26th ult, a question arose as to the 
jurisdiction of the court to restrain by ivjunction the publication 
of a libel. The action was brought by a company against one 
of their shareholders to restrain the publication and issue by him 
fa circular addressed to the shareholders, on the ground that it contained 





gross and libellous misstatements as to the financial position of the company. 
Bacon, V.C., granted an interlocutory injunction, and on the sppeal one of the 
objections raised was that the court had no jurisdiction to restrain the 
publication of a Jibel, at any rate, on an interlocutory ication, JESSEL, 
M.R., said that he had no doubt whatever as to the jurisdiction of the court 
to grant an injunction in restraint of a libel. It was plain that this jarisdic- 
tion was given to the courts of common law by the Common Law Procedure 
Act, 1854, s. 79, and by section 82 of that Act was extended to ex parte and 
interlocutory applications, This jurisdiction, which was clearly possessed by 
the common law courts, was, by the Judieature Act, transferred to the 
High Court, and extended to sll actions, in whatever division they 
might be brought. But then the question whether that jurisdiction 
had been properly exercised in the present case was quite another 
matter. It was a jurisdiction which required to be very carefully 
exercised. No doubt in the case of an atrocious libel, which was wholly 
undefended, it might be very proper to restrain it apon an interlocutory 
application. But when no immediate injury was to be apprehended, it would 


be very dangerous to grant an interlocutory injunction in such cases, The 
statements complained of in the present case were not proved to be untrue. 
In general, no doubt, a plaintiff who sought to restrain the publication of a 
particular statement was bound te show that that statement was untrue. All 
that had been done was to bring forward the secretary of the company, who 
only said in his affidavit that to the best of his knowledge, information, 

belief the statements contained in the circular were untrue. When =) 

It 


were made on information and belief the rules of the court required that the 
grounds of the information should be stated, and that bad not been done. 

was clear, therefore, that there was no evidence to show that the statements 
complained of were untrue, and on this ground an interlocutory injunction 
ought not to have been granted. Moreover the injunction was in restraint 
of the publication of a circalar which had been already issued to all thé share- 
holders, and, so far as he understood, there was no allegation that it was 
intended to continue the publication. There was no ground, therefore, for the 
intervention of the court before the trial of the action. The act was over, the 
mischief, if mischief there had been, was done, and there was no apprehension 
of any further issue. Athird and a fatal objection was that the circular 
appeared to be in the nature of a privileged communication, being a circular 
by one shareholder asking for the co-operation of his brother shareholders in 
an attempt te reconstruct the company. ‘The defendant said that he was 
acting bona fide, and there was no evidence that he was not doing 
so. His lordship could see no ground for taking it out of the character of a 
privileged communication, and, in his opinion, a jadge should hesitate long 
before he decided so difficult a question as that of privilege on an interlocu- 
tory application. The order of the Vice-Chancellor was accordingly dis- 
charged. Baceatiay and Linpcey, L.JJ., expressed similar opinions as to 
the jurisdiction, and Baceatiayr, L.J., expressed his approval of the decision 
of Fry, J., in Thomas v. Williams (28 W. R. 983, L. BR. 14 Ch. D. 864), and 
of that of Jessel, M.R., in Beddow v. Beddow (26 W. R. 570, L. R. 9 Ch. D. 
89), and said that the point had also been decided in Thorley’s Cattle Food 
Company v. Massam (28 W. R. 966, L. R. 14 Ch. D. 763.—Soticrrors, 
Beali & Co. ; Snell, Son, $ Greenip. 


InguncTIoN—RestnrictivE CovENANT—Usine BuiLpine—PRivaTe DwELi+ 
ING-HousE—Circus—Mope. Lopetne-Hovuss.—In an action of Worsley v. 
Swann, an interlocutory application was made before Hall, V.C., on the 23rd ult., 
for an injunction to restrain the defendant from proceeding with the building 
of a circus, and from erecting a “ Peabody Building,” or model lodging-house, 
upon a plot of land at York. The land in question had been sold by the 
plaintiffs to the defendant, who had, upon the sale, entered into a covenant 
that any building which should be erected upon the land should not be ased for 
certain specified purposes, ‘‘or otherwise than as, and for, a private dwelling. 
house.” The plaintiff had commenced to build a cireus or amphitheatre upoa 
cne part of the land, and a model lodging-house upon another part, and, in 
answer to the present motion, it was contended that the covenant only guarded 
against user, and there was no case for an injunction unti! the buildings were 
made use of in some manner repugnant to the covenant. The Vice- b 
bowever, said that it was as much in the interest of the defendant as of the plaia- 
tiffs that the injunction should be granted before greater expense was incurred, 
There was a plain breach within the spirit of the covenant, not only with 


respect to the circus, but also with respect to the lodging- ia 
his lordship’s opinion, could not be consi of 
a “private dwelling-house.” An injunction, unti trial of the action, was 


aocoraiagly Eraated —Socicrtons, Tathams § Pym; Warrener & Cress. 


Witt—Constauction—Girt oF “ Hovss anp Preuisks "—Msapow 
AND StTaBLtne.—In an administration action ef Randolph v. Fitsgibben, 
which came before Hall, V.C., on the @ad alt., upon further i i 
the question arose as to what passed under a gift of a “house and premises.” 
The Countess Dowager of Clare, by her will, February 29, 1872, gave to 
the Hon.'Mrs, Gerald Dillon a portion of the property under the description 
of ** the house and premises in which I now reside, situate in the terrace af 
Ryde.” The testatrix at her death ocoupied the same house, and with it some 
meadow land and stabling situated upon the opposite side of the road tothat upon 
which the house stood, all the property being leasehold, aud the question was 
now submitted to the court whether or not the meadow land aod stabling 
was included in the gift. His lordship said that he could not construe the 
word “ premises” as meaniog no more than “appurtenances,” nor could he 
treat the bequest as not containing the word at all. The testatrix, without 
doubt, used the expression in its secondary and popular sense, and he, there- 
fore, held that it included the property im question. Warrens ; 
Stevens, Longbourne, § Stevens. 
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Wit1—Construction—Sreciric on Genera Lecacy.—In a case of 
Broadbent v. Barrow, before Fry, J., on the 25th ult., the- question arose 
whether a legacy was residuary, specific, or general. A testator bequeathed a 
number of pecuniary legacies and then he bequeathed all his personal estate of 
which he should die possessed, and which should not consist of money or 
securities for money, to R. absolutely. And he gave and devised all the rest, 
residue, and remainder of his estate, beth real and personal, to trustees upon 
certain trusts, The testator’s personal estate being insufficient for the pay- 
ment of his pecuniary legacies in full, the question arose whether the bequest 
to R. was residuary or specific or general, and Fry, J., held that it was specific. 
He said that he accepted the definition of a specific legacy given by Jessel, 
M.R., in Bothamley v. Sherson (23 W. R. 848, L. R.20 Eq. 304)—viz, that 
it must be (1) a gift of part of the testator’s property itself, and (2) a gift of 
a part ph as distinguished from the whole, Fry, J., said that the 
gift to R. fulfilled both these conditions. He also said that it was clearly not 
atesiduary gift, though it would have been so, if it had not been followed by 
the other residuary gift to the trustees. If any of the pecuniary legacies 
had lapsed by the death of the legatee before the testator, it would 
clearly have fallen, not into the gift to R., but into the gift to the trustees, 
whereas, if the gift to R. had lapsed by her death before the testator, it would 
have fallen into the gift to the trustees. —Souicirors, S. Copping ; Young, 
Jones, Roberts, & Hale; Lawford, Waterhouse, § Lawford; Solicitor to the 
Treasury. 





PracticE—Foreicn Lire Assurance CoMPANY—EXTENSION OF BUSINESS 
TO THE Unitep Kincbom—ReEtTvuEn or Derosit—Lire AssurANCE CoMPa- 
wigs Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vict. c. 41), 8. 3.—In the case of In re The Colo- 
nial Mutual Life Assurance Society (Limited), before Chitty, J., on the 25th 
ult., a petition was presented for payment out “to the depositors ”’ of the 
deposit of £20,000 required by the Life Assurance Companies Act, 1870, s. 
3, to be deposited in court by a foreign life assurance company desirous of 
commencing business in the United Kingdom. Cxrrry, J., pointed ont 
that the section of the Act referred to required the deposit to be returned 
**to the company,” but made the order prayed for upon its appearing that 
the Board of Trade Rales, framed in pursuance of the Life Assurance Com- 
panies Acts, 1870 to 1872, sanctioned the mode of payment desired,— 
Soricitor.—R. C. Want. 


Wrixpixc vp—Conrriputory—SvuprrLemEenTaL List—CERTIFICATE OF 
Curer CLerkK—Res supicaTtAa—Companigs Act, 1862—GENERAL ORDERS, 
rR. 28, 29.—In the case of In re Dubois, also before Chitty, J., on the 27th 
ult., an application was made by the official liquidator of a company in liqui- 
dation to include Dubois’ name on the supplementary list of contributories of 
the company in respect of 105 shares, [t appeared that the company was 
wound up on the 26th of June, 1875, end that when the list of contributories 
was first taken in, the name of Dubois was entered by the tken official liqui- 
dators as a contributory in respect of the shares, but on the 25th of July, 1877, 
Dubois appeared before the chief clerk and stated that the shares were in fact 
fally paid up, baving been treated as such by the company in consideration of 
advances by him to them ; and the liquidator expressing himeelf satisfied that 
such was the fact, Dubois’ name was taken off the list and did not appear in 
the schedule to the chief clerk’s certificate which was filed on the 2nd of May, 
1878. Another official liquidator was subsequently substituted, and in March, 
1881, he entered Dubois’ name as a contributory in a supplemental list. 
Dubois again attended before the chief clerk and took the objection that the 
list of contributories having already been settled by the chief clerk, with the 
omission of his name from the certificate, the question whether or not he should 
be a contributory had been finally adjudicated on, and could not be re-opened 
now after a lapse of several years. Upon the matter being adjourned into 
court it was contended on behalf of the officia! liquidator that there was 
nothing on the face of the chief clerk’s certificate showing any adjudication, 
and that there was no reported case where a liquidator of a company had been 
held, on the ground of aches, to bave lost his right to put a contributory’s name 
on the list. Curry, J., said that it was too late to add Dubois’ name as a 
contributory. The certificate of the chief clerk omitting the respondent’s name 
from the schedules of contributories was binding. It was trae that in the 
present case the certificate was not eufficiently specific within the General 
Orders under the Companies Act, 1862, rr. 28, 29, but it was the usual prac- 
tice, with 2 view to seve expense, to omit from the certificate the names of 
contributories who had established their claims to be treated as fully paid-up 
shsreholders. He must, therefore, hold that the matter bad been finally 
adjudicated upon, und that the attempt to put the respondent on the list was 
too late, although his decision might have been otherwise kad a case of fraud 
been made out.—Souicitors, Blackford, Riches, Kilshy, & Wood; J. H. Lane. 


Trape-mMarK—OLp Marx—Common Worps—ReoistraTion—ABsoLuTe 
TITLe avrex Five Years—Trave-Manxs Reoistration Act, 1875, 9. 3, 
5, 10.—In a case of Re I'almer’s Trade-Mark, before Chitty, J., on the 28th 
ult., # question arose as to the effect of registration of a trade-mark for a 
period of five years. Messrs. Palmer had, in 1877, registered as their trade- 
mark (an old mark) the words “ Braided Fixed Stars ” in reference to matches, 
the mark having been used by them for a period of seven years before 1876. 
The mark had reference to a patent for the purpose of preventing fusees from 
falling off. The patent had now expired, and another firm of Bryant & May 
were devirous of using the same words in connection with fusees of their own 
mannfacture, but were met Messrs. Palmer with a threatened action for 
infringing their trade-mark. rs, Bryant & May accordingly took ont this 


™~ 


summon, which was adjourned into court, for the rectification of the register, 
and to have the registration struck out, on the ground that Messrs, Palmer were 
not entitled to the exelasive user of the above words, and that the mork was 
BA one authorized to be registered F 


under the Act. Yor the applicants it was 


submitted that the court, under the powers contained in the 5th section of the 
Act, could, after the five years mentioned iu section 3, rectify the register, and 
that the above words were not such ‘ special and distinctive ” words according 
to section 10 of the Act as could be registered as a trade-mark. For the re- 
spondents it was submitted that after the five years the registration was 
conclusive, and that the court could not, after that date, alter the register, 
whether the mark had been originally a proper one to be —— or not. Sec- 
tion 3 of the Trade-Marks Registration Act provides as follows :—“ The regis- 
tration of a person as a first proprietor of a trade-mark shall be prima facie 
evidence of his right to the exclusive use of such trade-mark, and shall, after 
the expiration of five years from the date of such registration, be conclusive 
evidence of his right to the exclusive use of such trade-mark, subject to the 
provisions of this Act, as to its connection with the goodwill of a business.” 
CHITTY, J., was of opinion that the effect of section 3 was to give the persons 
registering a trade-mark the exclusive right to the user thereof after the period 
of five years from the date of registration. The enactment meant, not only 
that the title of the person registering was not to be brought into question, but 
also that the owner had the exclusive right to use the thing itself which was 
registered. The 5th section no doubt did not contain any limitation as to the 
time within which an application must be made to rectify the register, but he 
considered that section was to be read subject to the provisions of the 3rd 
section, and that after five years the thing registered was a trade-mark for all 
purposes. Although this was 80, still the public were protected against any 
improper mark being registered by the following safeguards—first, by the fact 
that all trade-marks were required to be advertised for three months before 
being registered ; secondly, that the registrar had a discretion under the 17th and 
18th rules under the Act as to the registration of any mark ; and, thirdly, by 
the lapse of time before the sev acquired an absolute right. On the 
whole he considered Messrs. Palmer had an unimpeachable title to the mark 
in question, and that the application must be refused.—Soricitors, Wilson, 
Bristows, § Carpmael ; Hollams, Son, § Coward. 





Licensinc—Licensinc Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94), s.3—Sazz By 
RetTaIt—C.Luvus supPpLYING IntToxicaTING Liquors TO MEMBERS FOR Con- 
SUMPTION OFF THE PREMISES—NECESSITY FOR LicensE.—lIn the case of Graff 
v. Evans, which was heard before a divisional court of the Queen’s Bench 
Division at Westminster on the 28th j ised 


whether clubs come within the provisions of © Licensing Ack 1872. Was 
an appeatfrom a décision of the Westminster metropolitan police magistrate, 


convicting the appellant, who was the manager of the Grosvenor Club, for 
selling by retail certain intoxicating liquors without being duly licensed, con- 
trary to the provisions contained in section 3 of the Licensing Act, 1872, The 
club is a bona fide working man’s club, and the respondent being a member of 
it went there and = from the barman a bottle of whiskey and a bottle 
of Bass’s ale, which were supplied to him. He paid 3s. 11d. for the refresh- 
ments, which were wrapped up and taken away out of the clubopenly and without 
concealment. The magistrate drew a distinction between sale for consumption 
on and off the club premises, and held that in the latter case the club required a 
licenee. The court (Fizip, J., and Huppveston, B.) held that the conviction 
must be quashed ; that there is no difference in principle between a sale on or 
off the premises, and that the transaction in question was not a sale within the 
meaning of eection 3, and therefore no license was required.—SoxiciToRs, 
Lewis & Lewis; A. J. Bristow. 





CASES BEFORE THE BANKRUPTCY REGISTRARS. 
(Before Mr. Recistan Brovucnam, acting as Chief Judge.) 
Feb. 18.—Ez parte Gann, Re Gann. 


Debtor arrested pending proceedings under a petition for liquidation by 
arrangement or composition ordered to be released. 


This was an application by William George Gann for his release from 
Holloway Prison. 

On the 12th of January last, Messrs. C. W. Hooper & Sons obtained an 
order from the judge of the Clerkenwell County Court for the committal of 
W. G. Gann to prison for twenty-one days for the non-payment of £17 12s. 7d. 
The order was immediately drawn up and placed in the hands of the warrant 
officer to execute, but, before he could enforce it, Gann filed a petition for 
liquidation in the Londoo Bankruptcy Court. 

On the 14th of January an injunction was granted restraining proceedings by 
Messrs, Hooper & Sons until after the 5th of February, and on the 6th 4 
further injunction was granted until after the 14th, and another injunction was 
granted on the 15th until after the 27th of Febroary. These orders were 
served on Messrs. Asburst, Morris, Crisp, & Co., the solicitors for Messrs. 
Hooper & Sons, that of the 15th being served on the evening of that day. 

On the morning of the 15th the warrant officer, finding that Messrs. 
Hooper & Sons had not been further restrained, endeavoured to arrest the 
debtor, but without success, and in the evening the officer met the debtor's 
wife, who produced to him a restraining order, made that day by the Court 
of Bankruptcy. He said, “ That is all right, but they ought to have bad it 
down at our court ae oe Clerkenwell Connty Conrt. 

On the following day, and before any notice of thé restraining order had 
been given to the Clerkenwell County Court, the warrant officer saw the 
debtor at his house, and told him that he had come to arrest him. The 
debtor nced the pay py | order made on the previous day, bat the 
officer said that would not do; he must go to prison, He was then conveyed 
to Holloway Gaol. : 

Mattineon, in support of the application, contended that this court having 
granted e farther restraining order on the 16th of Febr until the 27¢b, 
the arrest was unjustifiable, and that the debtor must be released. 

Corrie Grant, for the detaining creditors, submitted that the restraining 
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order of the 5th of February having expired on the 14th, the arrest was 
right; no notice having been served upon the high bailiff of any further 


er. 

Mr. RecistrRak Brovucuam said the warrant officer was the agent of the 
high bailiff, and if he arrested a debtor with the knowledge of a restraining 
order, he did so at his peril. It was admitted that the order was shown 
to the warrant officer when he arrested the debtor, and, if he had any doubt 
apon the subject, it was his duty to have gone to his principal for in- 
structions. If he had done so, the registrar did not suppose the high 
bailiff would have disregarded the order of this court. It was enough for 
the debtor to show that, when the officer arrested him, he knew there was 
a restraining order in existence. The order in this case appeared to have 
been served at the office of the solicitors for the detaining creditors on the 
15th. The debtor would be released, and the detaining creditors must pay 
the costs of the application. 

Solicitor for the debtor, W. H. Herbert. 

Solicitors for the detaining creditors, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, ¢ Co. 








SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the hall of the 
Incorporated Law Society, Chancery-lane, on Thursday, March 2, the follow- 
ing being present—viz., Mr. Desborough (chairman), and Messrs. Boodle, 
Desborough, jun., Hedger, Sawtell, Scadding, Sidney Smith, and A. B. 
Carpenter (secretary), a grant of £40 was made to the widow and daughter of 
a member and £10 to the widow of a non-member, one new member was 
elected, and the ordinary general business was transacted. 


— 


SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

The committee, in presenting the seventh annual report, have to announce 
that the number of members is 134. 

Bills in Parliament.—The session of 1881 will be long remembered as that 
when two most important Bills (originally introduced by Lord Cairns 
when Lord Chancellor) passed, with very little alteration, through the two 
Houses of Parliament. These were the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 
43 & 44 Vict. c. 41, and the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 43 & 44 Vict. o. 44, 
The history of these Bills has been so often discussed by the profession that 
any lengthy comments thereon are not now needed. It is probable, how- 
ever, that the first will effect a considerable reform in conveyancing, and con- 
duce greatly to the shortening of deeds ; and the latter is intended to give 
to solicitors what has been so long needed, adequate remuneration for trouble 
bestowed, without taking into account the mere length of deeds. It may not 
be out of place to add that a clause—the principle of which has been sup- 
ported during several years by your society, to relieve lessees against forfeiture 
on breach of covenant—was introduced into the former Act, and has passed 
with the rest, leaving, however, the question of assignment without license an 
exception to therule. The provisions as to mortgages, appointment of new 
trustees, enlargement of terms held at nominal and unpaid rents into fee 
simples, and many other useful provisions, form parts of an Act which it 
behoves every member to study thoroughly. A very desirable alteration has 
been effected by introducing the title ‘Statutory Declarations’ Act, 1835,” 
instead of the long and confused sentence with which most statutory declara- 
tions ended. With reference to the influence of the Conveyancing and Law of 
Property Act upon conditions of sale, the attention of members is directed to the 
subsequent part of this report, under the heading of Conditions of Sale. 
The Solicitors’ Remuneration Act legalizes the adoption of a commission scale 
in conveyancing charges, and gives to each of the presidents of the Incor- 

rated Law Society of England, and the president of one of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies, a voice in the arrangement of the scheme and the 
drawing up of rules and orders, wh'ch have to lie on the table of both Houses 
of Parliament, without objection, for a month, before coming into force. 
Your committee have co-operated with the committees of other provincial law 
societies, and with the Associated Provincial Law Societies, in attempts to 
agree upon a workable scale—one which can be obtained without pressure, and 
yet one which will be fairly remunerative to the practitioner; and there seems 
every prospect that the efforts of the profession will be crowned with success, 
the terms of the order having been agreed on by all. 

Conditions of Sale.—The committee have given very great consideration to 
the general conditions of sale of the society, which have been affected by the 
passing of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1881. After con- 
tiderable discussion, it was eventually agreed that the conditions should be 
laid before Mr. Dixon for settlement. They will be then ge ye 
stereotyped, and can be obtained, as before, only from the librarian, and they 
can po be — from stereotyped plates by the authorised printer for the 
time being of the society. ‘Two of the minor improvements proposed in the 
conditions provide that a vendor of agricultural land, who is also the occupier 
thereof, is entitled on a sale under the conditions, to the same valuation and 
offgoing allowance, in addition to the purchase-money, as he would have 
received had he been merely a tenant according to the custom of the country. 
The other provides that the deposit of the money, under the 13th condition of 
sale, by a purchaser may be in any bank within twenty miles of the Town 
Hall of Shefield—ive., the radius covered by the society’s workings—the in- 
vesiment being, of course, at the purchaser's own risk. Pending the settle- 
ment of the conditions, the present form will be used, and some members 
propose, until the issue of the new conditions, to negative the act. 





Professional Matters.—Many conveyancing questions in connection with the 
profession came before the committee during the year, and a circular was, in 
the month of May, 1881, issued to each member, stating the decision of the 
committee on the following points:— 

1. Declaration of identity on dissolution of partnersiip.—It has, until 
lately, been the practice in the country to identify the persons signing a 
notice of disssolution of partnership by declaration on a half-crown stamp, 
The Gazette authorities have not been in the habit of requiring this where a 
London solicitor was the attesting witness, and they have now arranged w 
a country solicitor, whose name appears in the Law List, is the attestiog 
witness, equally todo without a declaration of identity. This step was taken 
after a correspondence between Mr. E. W. Williamson and Mr. H. Haghes, a 
member of this society. 

2. Valuations for Somerset House.—Nearly the universal practice has 
been to obtain the aid of a professional valuer in arriving at the price of prop- 
erty directed to be sold by a will and so coming into a residuary account, and 
this whether the property be freehold or leusehold. From recent inquiries 
made at Sumerset House, it has been found that it is not essential to the 
passing of the account that the valuation should be made by a professional 
valuer. Ifthe solicitor shows the method in which he arrives at the value, 
his estimate will be accepted. 

3. The fee on production of an assignment to a landlord or his agent.— 
The committee decided that, although in the case of a consent being required 
by a lease, the vendor is to obtain such consent and to pay the fee, if any, yet 
where the lease requires the lessee, his executors, administrators, or assigns, 
to produce the deed within so many days after execution, and to pay the 
fee, the duty to do this lies upon the purchaser, who has also to pay the fee 
on production. 

4. In the case of a coal or mineral lease to be made, the committee decided 
that, in the absence of a previous bargain to the contrary, if the lease con- 
templates the getting of all the coal or other minerals under land of the lessor, 
which is at the time of the lease used as agricultural land, the lessor is not 
entitled to any stipulation that the lessee shall pay damage for subsidence, and 
that, in case of subsidence, the landlord must compensate the tenant of the 
surface. The committee also decided that the cost of any survey, necessary 
to ascertain the area under which coal or minerals are to be demised, should 
fall upon the lessor. 

Other questions on which the committee have passed resolutions are set out 
under Miscellaneous. 

Legal Procedure.—The report of the Committee on Legal Procedure oceupied 
much of the time of your committee. The Associated Provincial Law Societies 
have interested themselves in the proposed rales and orders. Communications 
took place through their secretary, Mr. Marshall, of Leeds, and your committee 
were in substantial accord with the Associated Provincial Law Societies, but 
were not able to send a representative to the meeting held on the subject in 
London. A committee of solicitors in London now periodically meets on the 
question. 

MisCELLANEOUS. 


Fees on Swearing Afidavits.—The committee passed a resolution that it is 
advisable, as a general rule, that the fees for swearing affidavits should be 
paid and received in cash at the time. 

Court Fee on Probates.—The committee decided that, for the present, the 
old system as to fee for probate under seal (that ie, on the gross amount) should 
be continued. 

Cockburn v. Edwards.—The committee draw the attention of the members 
to this case, which lays down the rule that a solicitor, in preparing a mortgage 
from his client to himself, ought not to omit to insert a clause qualifying the 
power of sale, by requiring a notice to be previously given. 

Fees to Valuers.—The committee have had before them the question of the 
payment to valuers of an ad valorem fee on a valuation. They thought that 
each transaction would have to be dealt with on its own merits, but that the 
payment of a commission was not desirable. 





The United Taw Clerks’ Society, having been in existence half a 
century, is about to celebrate its jubilee at the Freemasons’ Tavern. Lord 
Jastice Holker has consented to preside cn the occasion, and will be sap- 
ported by several of her Majesty’s judges. 

A parliamentary return, moved for by Mr. Hopwood, shows that in the 
twenty years from 1861 to 1880 inclusive 512 persons were convicted of 
capital offences, of whom 279 were executed, 194 had their sentences 
commuted to penal servitude for life, and 16 for various shorter terms ; 
while 13 were removed to Broadmoor. In one case the sentence was 
quashed by the Court of Criminal Appeal, three prisoners committed 
suicide, and six received a free i 

On Wednesday, before the Court of Appeal at Westmivster, an applicant 
in person, whose name did not transpire, applied to their lordships for a new 
trial of an action for libel which he bad brought against a solicitor, and which 
he said bad been decided against him by Mr. Justice Lopes without a jery. 
He was proceeding to read a paper setting forth the facts, when Lord Justice 
Brett said; You have no counsel, I believe, Who wrote this paper for you ? 
—Applicant: Mr. Brown, a solicitor’s clerk.—Uord Justice Brett: Whose 
clerk was he ?—The applicant gave the name of the solicitor, which the 
reporter in the daily paper abstains from mentioning.—Lord Justice Brett: 
Did you pay him for this ?—Applicant: I did, my lord.—Lord Justice 


P Brett: Then you had better go and tell Mr. Brown and h's a what 
r 


you have told me, and they will probably hear more aboat it, If Mr, Browa 
advised you to do all this, he only advised you to take ap the time of the 
court by reading nonsense. I mean to write to the law society and tell them 


—_ has been done by this solicitor's olerk.—The applicant then left the 
cour 
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PENDING LEGISLATION. 


CONVEYANCING. 


A Bill intituled an Act for further improving the Practice of Conveyancing ; 
and for other purposes. 

Be it enacted, &c.: 

Preliminary. 

1. Short titles ; commencement ; extent ; interpretation.] (1.) This Act may 
be cited as the Conveyancing Act, 1882; and the Conveyancing and Law of 
Property Act, 1881 (in this Act referred to as the Conveyancing Act of 1881), 
and this Act may be cited together as the Conveyancing Acts, 1881, 1882. 

(2.) This Act, except where it is otherwise expressed, shall commence 
and teke effect from and immediately after the thirty-first day of December 
one thousand eight hundred and eighty-two, which time is in this Act 
referred to as the commencement of this Act. 

(3.) This Act, except where it is otherwise expressed, does not extend to 
Scotland. 

(4.) In this Act— 

(i.) Property includes real and personal property, and any estate or 
interest in any property, real or personal, and any debt, and any 
thing in action, and any other right or interest in the nature of 
property, whether in possession or not ; 

(ii.) Purchaser includes a lessee or mortgagee, or an intending purchaser, 
lessee, or mortgagee, or other person, who, for valuable consideration, 
takes or deals for property. 

Investigation of Title. 

2. Protection to solicitor, trustees, dc., dispensing partially with investigation 
of titl.| (1.) Where the solicitor of a purchaser finds that the title shown to 
the pcoperty purchased has been previously investigated and accepted on behalf 
of a purchaser through whom the title is deduced, it is hereby declared to 
be in the discretion in good faith of the solicitor to dispense with further 
examination or investigation of the title so previously investigated and 
sccepted ; and he shall not be answerable in respect of any loss that may 
arise from bis dispensing therewith in good faith accordingly. 

(2.) Where the solicitor is acting for trustees, executors, agents, or other 
persons in a fiduciary position, those persons also shall not be answerable in 
respect of any loss that may arise from his dispensing therewith in any cir- 
cumstances, 

(3.) This section applies only to solicitors dispensing as aforesaid on pur- 
chases made after the commencement of this Act. 

Searehes. 

3. Official negative and other certificates of searches for judgments, Crown 
debts, §c.—3 & 4 Will. 4, ec. 74.] (1.) Where any person requires, for pur- 
poses of this section, search to be made in the Central Office ot the Supreme 
Court of Judicature for entries of judgments, deeds, or other matters or docu- 
meuts, whereof entries are required or allowed to be made in that office by 
any Act described in the First Schedule to this Act, or by any otber Act, 
he may deliver in the office a requisition in that behalf, referring to this 
section. 

(2.) Thereupon the proper officer shall diligently make the search required, 
and shall make and file in the office a certificate setting forth the result 
thereof, and he may at any time add to or amend that certificate; and 
office copies of that certificate shall be issued on requisition, and an office 
copy shall be evidence of the certificate. 

(3.) In favour of a purchaser, as against persons interested under or in 
respect of jandgments, deeds, or other matters or documents, whereof entries 
are required or allowed as aforesaid, the certificate, according to the 
—_ thereof, shall be conclusive, affirmatively or negatively, as the case 
may be. 

(4.) General Rales shall be made for purposes of this section, prescribing 
forms and contents of requisitions and certificates, and regulating the 
practice of the office, and prescribing, with the concurrence of the Com- 
migsioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury, the fees to be taken therein ; which 

2ules shall be deemed Rules of Court within section seventeen of the 

Appellate Jariadiction Act, 1876, as altered by section nineteen of the 

Supreme Coort of Judicature Act, 1881, and may be made, at any time after 

- passing of this Act, to take effect on or after the commencement of this 
ct. 

(5.) If any officer, clerk, or person employed in the office commits, or is 
party or privy to, any act of fraud or collusion, or is wilfully negligent, in 
the making of or otherwise in relation to any certificate or office copy under 
this section, he shall be guilty of a misdemeanor. 

(6.) Nothing in this section or in any rule made thereunder shall take away, 
abridge, or prejudicially affect any right of any person to make any search in 
the ¢ flice; and every such search may be made as if this section or any such 
Rule bad not been enacted or made. 

(7.) Where a solicitor obtains an office copy certificate of result of search 
under this section, te shall not be answerable in respect of any loss that may 
arise from error in the certificate, 

(8.) Where the solicitor is acting for trustees, executors, agents, or other 
petsons ina fiduciary position, those persons also shall not be so answerable. 

(9.) Where such persons obtain such an office copy without a solicitor, they 
shall also be protected in like manner. 

(10,) Nothing in this section applies to deeds inrolled under the Act of the 
session of the third and fourth years of Kiog William the Fourth (chapter 
seventy-four) “for the abolition of Fines avd Recoveries, and for the 
substitation of more simple modes of Assurance,” or under avy other Act. 

(11.) This section does not extend to Ireland. 





Notice, 


4, Restriction on constructive notice.] (1.) A purchaser shall not be prejudi. 
cially affected by noti:e of any instrument, fact, or thing unless— 

(i.) It is within bis own knowledge ; or ae 

(ii.) It has come to the knowledge of his counsel, as such, or of his solicitor, 

or other agent, as such ; or 

(iii.) It would have come to the knowledge of the purchaser, or of his 

solicitor, or other agent, as such, if such inquiries and inspections 
had been made as ought reasonably to have been made by them or 
one of them. be 

(2.) This section shall not exempt a purchaser from any liability under, or 
any obligation to perform, any covenant, condition, or provision contained in 
any instrumeot under which his title is derived, mediately or immediately ; 
but such liability or obligation may be enforced in the same manner and to 
the same extent as if this section had not been enacted. 

(3.) This section applies to purchases made either before or after the com- 
mencement of this Act; save that, where an action relative to a purchase is 
pending at the commencement of this Act, the rights of the parties shall not 
be affected by this section. 


Leases, 


5. Contract for lease not prrt of title to lease, (1.) Where a lease is made 
under a power contained in a settlement, or conferred by Act of Parliament or 
otherwise, any preliminary contract for or relating to the lease shall not form 
part of the title, or evidence of the title, of any person to the lease, or to the 
benefit thereof. : i 

(2.) This section applies only ifand as far as a contrary intention is not ex. 
pressed in the instrument creating the power, and shall have effect subject to 
the terms of that instrument and to the provisions therein co mtained, 

(3.) This section applies only to leases made under powers created after the 
commencement of this Act. 


Married Women. 


6. Abolition of acknowledgment of deeds, and of examination of married 
women—40 § 41 Vict. c. 18.] (1.) The acknowledgment of deeds by married 
women under any Act of Parliament, and the examination of married women 
in court, or otherwise, prescribed by the Settled Estates Act," 1877, are hereby 
abolished. 

(2.) On a surrender by husband and wife of copyhold land, in which the wife 
alone bas, or she and her husbend in her right have, an equitable estate, the 
separate examination of the wife is hereby abolished ; and every such surrender 
shall, without such examination, be binding on the married woman and all 
persons claiming under her; but this provision does not affect the custom of 
any manor relative to surrender or admittance, 

(3.) The enactments described in Part I. of the Second Schedule to this 
Act are hereby repealed. . 

(4) The foregoing provisions of this section, including the repeal therein, 
apply only to deeds executed, and applications and surrenders made, after the 
commencement of this Act. 

(5.) Notwithstanding the repeal or any other thing in this section, the 
certificate, if not lodged before the commencement of this Act, of the taking 
of an acknowledgment by a married woman of a deed executed before the 
commencement of this Act, with any affidavit relating thereto, shall be lodged, 
examined, and filed in the like manner and with the like effects and conse- 
quences as if this section had not been enacted. 

(6). There shall continue to be kept in the Central Office of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature an index to all certificates of acknowledgments of deeds 
by married women lodged therein, containing the names of the married 
women and their husbands, alphabetically arranged, and the dates of the 
certificates and of the deeds to which they respectively relate, and other 
particulars found convenient; and every such certificate lodged after the 
commencement of the Act shall be entered in the index as soon as may be 
after the certificate is filed. 

(7.) An office copy of any such certificate filed before or after the commence: 
ment of this Act shall be delivered to avy person applying for the same; and 
every such office copy shall be received as evidence of the acknowledgment of 
the deed to which the certificate refere, , 

7. Power for married woman to dispose of proprietary interests, release 
powers, equity to settlement, &c.] (1.) A married woman may, as fully and 
effectually us if she were not married, by deed, made with the concurrence 
therein of her husyand,— 

(i.) Dispose of any present or future or reversionary interest, vested or con- 

tingent, in any property ; and 

(ii.) Release or extinguish any power given or reserved to her in respect of 

any property ; and 

(iii.) Release or extinguish her right or equity to a settlement out of soy 

property ; and 

(iv.) Dispose of, release, or disclaim any property,— 
to which interest, power, right, equity, or property, she, or her husband in 
her right, is for the time being entitled, under any instrument made before or 
after the commencement of this Act, or otherwise. 

(2.) The powers given to a married woman by this section shall not prevent 
the exercise of any pewer given or reserved to her independently of 
section, except where and as far as any act done under this section amounts 
to a suspension or extingoishment of that other power, 

(8.) This section does not authorize a married woman to deal in any mapner 
with— 

(i.) Property, which she is restrained from affecting by alienation, antici- 

pation, or otherwise ; or 

(ii.) Property settled on her by settlement, or agreement for settlement, 

made on ber marriage. : 

(4.) The Act described in Part II. of the Second Schedule to this Act is 
hereby repealed, 
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8: Covenant of married woman to bind separate estate, §c.] (1.) A covenant, 
or a bond or obligation under seal, or a contract under hand and seal in the 
nature of a covenant or of a bond or obligation under seal, or other contract 
jn writing, made by a married woman, shall affect her then present and 
future separate estate, if any, real and personal, so as to create a debt recover- 
able thereout, as against her, her heirs, executors, and administrators, taking 
her separate estate, but to the extent only of that separate estate. 

(2.) This section extends to a covenant implied by virtue of the Conveyanc- 
ing Act of 1881. 

(3.) This section applies only if and as far as the married woman is not re- 
strained from anticipation. 

(4.) This section applies only if and as far as a contrary intention is not ex- 
pressed in the covenant, bond, obligation, or contract, and shall have effect 
sul ject to the terms of the covenant, bond, obligation, or contract, and to the 
provisions therein con'ained, 

(5.) This section applies only to covenants, contracts, bonds, and obliga- 
tions made after or implied in deeds made after the commencement of this 
Act. 

Powers of Attorney. 

9. Effect of power “of ®attorney for value, made absolu'ely irrevocable.] (1.) 
Ifa power of attorney, given for valuable consideration, is in the instru- 
ment creating the power expressed to be irrevocable, then, in favour of a 

urchaser,— 

: (i.) The power shall not b> revoked at any time, either by anything done by 
the donor of the power without the concurrense of the donee of the 
power, or by the death, lunacy, unsoundness of mind, or bankruptcy of 
the donor cf the power; and 

(ii.) Any act done at any time by the donee of the power, in pursuance of 
the power, shall be valid as if anything done by the donor of the power 
without the concurrence of the done of the power, or the death, lunacy, 
unsoundness of mind, or binkruptcy of the donor of the power, had not 
been done or happened ; and 

(iii.) Neither the donee of the power nor the purchaser shall at any time 

_ be prejudicially affected by notice of anything done by the donor of 
the power, without the concurrence of the donee of the power, or of 
the death, lunacy, unsoundness of mind, or bankruptcy of the donor 
of the power. 

(2.) This section applies only to powers of attorney created by instruments 
executed after the commencement of this Act, 

10. Effect of power of attorney, for value or not, made irrevocable for fixed 
time.] (1.) Ifa power of attorney, whether given for valuable consideration or 
not, is in the instrument creating the power expressed to be irrevocable for 
a fixed time therein specified, not exceeding one year from the date of the 
instrument, then, in fivour of a purchaser, —- 

(i.) The power shall not be revoked, for and during that fixed time, either 
by anything done by the donor of the power without the concurrence 
of the donee of the power, or by the death, lunacy, unsoundness of 
mind, or bankruptcy of the donor of the power ; and 

(ii.) Any act done within that fixed time, by the donee of the power, in 
pursuance of the power, shall be as valid as if anything done by the 
donor of the power without the concurrence of the donee of the power, 
or the death, lunacy, unsoundness of mind, or bankruptcy of the donor 
of the power, had not been done or happened ; and 

(iii.) Neither the donee of the power, nor the purchaser, shall at any time 
be prejudicially affected by notice either during or after that fixed 
time of anything done by the donor of the power during that fixed 
time, without the concurrence of the donee of the power, or of the death, 
lunacy, unsoundness of mind, or bankruptcy of the donor of the power 
wittin that fixed time. 

(2.) This section applies only to powers of attorney created by instruments 

executed after the commencement of this Act. 


Fazeutory Limitations, 

11, Restriction on executory limitations, ] (1.) Where there is a tenant in 
fee simple, with an executory limitation over on default or failure of all or any 
of lis issue, whether within or at any specified period or time or not, that 
executory limitation shall be or become void and incapable of taking effect, if 
and when there is living any person being issue of the tenant in fee simple, 
who has attained the age of twenty-one years, 

_ (2.) This section applies only where the executory limitation is contained 

in an instrument coming into operation after the commencement of this 

st. 
Land Commissioners, 

12, Change of name of Inclosure Commissioners, §c., to Land Commissioners, 
and provision for powers, fees, &e.] (1.) The Commissioners now bearing the 
three several styles of the Inclosure Commissioners for England and Wales, 
and the Copyhold Commissioners, and the Tithe Commissioners for England 
and Wales, shall by virtue of this Act become and shall be styled the Land 
Commissioners for England and Scotland (and they are in this Act referred to 
as the Land Commissioners). 

(2.) The Land Commissioners shall cause one seal to be made with their 
style as given by this Act; and in the execution and discharge of any power 
or duty under any Act relating to the three several bodies of Commissioners 
aforesaid, they shall adopt and use the seal and style of The Land Commis- 
sioners for England and Scotland, and no other, 

(3.) Nothing in the foregoing provisions of this section shall be construed as 
altering in any respect the powers, authorities, or duties of the Land Commis- 
sioners, or as affecting ia respect of appointment, salary, pension, or otherwise, 
any of those Commissioners, in office at the passing of this Act, or any assist- 
ant commissioner, secretary, or other officer or person then in office or 
employed under them. 

4,) All Acts of Parliament, judgments, decrees, or orders of any court, 





awards, deeds, and other documents, passed or made before the passing of this 
Act, shall be read and have effect as if the Land Commissioners were therein 
mentioned instead of one or more of the three several bodies of Commissioners 
aforesaid. 

(5.) All acts, matters, and things commenced by or under the authority of 
any one or more of the three several bodies of Commissioners aforesaid before 
the passing of this Act, and not then completed, shall and may be carried on 
and completed by or under the authority of the Land Commissioners ; and the 
Land Commissioners, for the purpose of prosecuting, or defending, and carry- 
ing on any action, suit, or proceediog pending at the passing of this Act, shall 
come into the place of any one or more, as the case may require, of the three 
several bodies of Commissioners aforesaid. 

(6.) The Land Commissioners shall, by virtue of this Act, have, for the 
purposes of any Act, public, loca!, personal or private, passed or to be passed, 
making provision for the execution of improvements on settled land, all such 
powers and authorities as they have for the purposes of the Improvement of 
Land Act, 1864; and the provisions of the last-mentioned Act relating to 
their proceedings and inquiries, and to authentication of instruments, and to 
declarations, statements, notices, applications, forms, security for expensss, 
inspections, and examinations, shall extend and apply, as far as the nature 
and circumstances of the case admit, to acts and proceedings done or taken 
by or in relation to the Land Commissioners under any Act makiog provision 
as aforesaid; and the provisions of any Act relating to fees or to security for 
costs to be taken in respect of the business transacted under the Acts admin- 
istered by the three several bodies of Commissioners aforesaid shall extead 
and apply to the business transacted by or under the direction of the Land 
Commissioners under any Act, public, local, personal, or private, passed or to 
be passed, by which any power or duty is conferred or imposed on them. 

(7.) This section extends to Scotlaud. 


Improvement of Land Act, 1864. 

13. Extension and amendment of Improvement of Land Act, 18$4—27 & 28 
Vict. c. 114.] (1.) The enumeration of improvements contained in section 
nine of the Improvement of Land Act, 1864 (in this section referred to as 
the Act of 1864), is hereby ex'ended, so as to comprise, subject and according 
to the provisions of the Act of 1864, the making or execution on, or ia 
connection witb, and for the benefit of land to which the Act of 1864 applies, 
of any of the following works, or of any works for any of the following 
purposes, and any operation incident to or necessary or proper in the execu- 
tion of any of those works, or necessary or proper for carrying into effet 
any of those purposes, or for securing the full benefit cf any of those works 
or purposes (namely) : 

(i.) Drainage, including the straightening, widening, or deepening of 

drains, streams, and watercourses: 

(ii.) Irrigation ; warping : 

(iii.) Drains, pipes, and machinery for supply and distribution of sewage 
as manure: 

(iv.) Embanking or weiring from a river or lake, or from the sea, or a tidal 
water: 

(v.) Groynes ; sea walls: 

(vi.) Inclosing; straightening of fences; re-division of fields: 

(vii.) Reclamation ; dry warping : 

(viii.) Farm roads ; private roads ; roads or streets in villages or towns: 

(ix.) Clearing ; trenching; planting: 

(x.) Cottages for labourers, farm-servants, and artisans, employed on land 
to which the Act of 1864 applies or not: 

(xi.) Farmhouses, offices, and out-buildings, and other buildings for farm 
purposes: 

(xii,) Sew-mills scutch-mills, and other mills, water-wheels, engine-houses, 
and kilns, which will increase the value for agricultural purposes of 
land to which the Act of 1864 applies : 

(xiii.) Reservoirs, tanks, watercourses, pipes, wells, ponds, shafts, dams, 
weirs, sluices, and other works and machinery for supply and distri- 
bution of water for agricultural, manufacturing, or other purposes, or 
for domestic or other consumption: 

(xiv.) Tramways; railways; canals; docks: 

(xv.) Jetties, piers,and landing places on rivers, lakes, the sea, or tidal 
waters, for facilitating transport of agricultural stock and produce, 
and of manure and other things required for agricultural purposes, 
and of minerals and of things required for mining purposes : 

(xvi.) Markets and market-places : 

(xvii.) Streets, roads, paths, squares, gardens, or other open spaces for 
the use, gratuitously or on payment, of the public, or of individuals, 
or for dedication to the public, the same being necessary or proper 
in connection with the conversion of Jand into building land : 

(xviii.) Sewers, drains, water-courses, pipe-making, fencing, paving, 
brick-making, tile-making, and other works necessary or proper in 
connection with any of the objects aforesaid : 

(xix.) Trial pits for mines, and other preliminary works necessary or 
proper in connection with development of mines : 

(xx.) re enlargement, or improvement of any of those 
works, 

(2.) The parts of the Act of 1864, desoribed in Part III. of the Second 

Schedule to this Act are hereby repealed. : 

(3.) This section, including the repeal therein, extends to Scotland, but 
applies only to applications to the Land Commissioners made after the com- 
mencement of this Aot, 

Saving. 

14, Restriction on repeals in this Act.] The repeal by this Act of any enact- 
ment shall not affect an right accrued or obligation in thereunder before 
the comm-ncement of this ct; nor shall the same affect the validity or in- 
validity, or any operation, effect, or cons2quence, of any instrament executed 
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or mace, or of anything done or suffered, before the commencement of this 
Act; nor shall the same affect any action, proceeding, or thing then pending or 
uncompleted; ‘and every such action, proceeding, and thing may be carried on 
and completed as if there had been no such repeal in this Act. 








LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Gzorce Frank Pappock (of the firm of Paddock & Sons), of Hanley, 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for Staffordshire for taking 
Acknowledgments of Deeds by Married Women. 


Mr. Taomas Marrtotr Davenport, solicitor and notary, of Oxford, has 
been appointed by the Dake of Marlborough, Lord-Lientenant of Oxford- 
shire, to be Clerk of the Peace for that county. Mr. Davenport has also 
been appointed by the Right Hon. Sir James Hannen to be Registrar of the 
District Registry at Oxford. He is an M.A. of Pembroke College, Oxford. 
He is also under-sheriff for Oxfordshire, and deputy-registrar of the 
diocese of Oxford. Both offices were held by his father, the late Mr. 
Jobn Marriott Davenport. 


Mr. ALFRED FREEMAN GELL, solicitor (of the firm of Freeman & Gell), of 
Brighton, has been appointed Consulting Solicitor to the Corporation of 
Brighton at @ salary of £300 a year. Mr. Gell was admitted a solicitor in 
1866. His partner, Mr. James Albert Freeman, has recently resigned the 
town clerkship of the borough. 





DISSOLUTIONS OF PARTNERSHIPS. 

Tuomas ALFRED MIDDLETON and CuHarLes Henry Tuomas MARSHALL, 
solicitorr, Colchester (Middleton & Marshall, and Pope & Co.). Feb. 20. 

Joun Witts, juo., and ArtHur RoBtnson, solicitors, 17, St. Swithin’s- 
Jane, Cannon-street (Wills & Robinson). Feb. 20. 

[ Gazette, Feb. 24, 1882]. 

JouN Neve and Ricaarp Woop Rutter, solicitors, Wolverhampton (Neve 
& Ratter), Jan. 1. 

FREDERICK WILLIAM THEODORE THorP and Hersert Firtu, solicitors, 
11, Bishop-lane, Kingeton-upon-Hull, and Withernsea (Thorp & Firth). 
Feb. 10. (Gazette, Feb. 28, 1882.] 





COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jormnt Stock CompPANIEgs, 
LiMiTED In CHANCERY. 


Aury Bawrx Coat ayp Carnet Company, Lruitzp.—Hall, V.C., has fixed Tuesday, 
Mar 7, at 12.30, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

ENGLISH AND Frencu Banx, Liuirzep.—Petition for winding up, presented Feb 22, 
directed to be heard before Hall, V.C.,on Mar 10. Atkinson, Palmerston bldgs, Old 
Broad st, solicitor for the petitioner 

GENERAL PRINTING AND PuBLISHING Company, LimitBp.—Kay, J, has, by an order 
dated Jan 13, appointed William Kershaw, 5, Fawcett ct, Bradford, York, to be official 
on Crediiors are required, on or before Mar 27, to send their names and 

dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Tnesday, April 

4, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Germany Dare Corree Company, Limitep.—By an order made by Kay, J, dated Feb 
15, it was ordered that the above company be wound up. Longcroft and Myers, 
Clement’s inn, Strand, solicitors for the petitioners 

Hanzer NatvraL Miygrat Water Comeany, Lrurrep.--Creditors are required, on or 
before April 1, to send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or 
claims to Frederick Maynard, Queen Victoria st. April 21 at 12 is appointed for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

Loypow and Provincia, Surety Association, Limitep.—Mr. Justice Kay has by an 
order dated Jan’ 17 appointed George Norton Read, Queen Victoria st, to be 
official liquidator. Creditors are requested, on or before Mar 21, to send their names 
and addresses to the above. Mar 28 at 12 is appointed for hearing and adjudicating 
upon the debts and claims. 

Sankey Broox awp Asuton’s Green CoriiEnizs Company, Lisitep.—Chitty, J., 
has fixed Mar 7 at 11 at his chambers for the appointment of an official liquidator 

[ Gazette, Feb. 24.) 


Birxpave any Sovrnrort Tramways Company, Limiteo.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 25, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on Mar 10, Williamson and 
Co, Sherborne lane, King William st, agents for Ellis, Southport, solicitors for the 
petitioners 

Corvmsra Marxet Gewzrat Co-orgrative Stores, Lruitep.—Petition for windin up, 
a Fe , € b heard before Hall, V.C., on Mar 10. Wood and 

jootton, Fish st hill, solicitors for the petitioners 

EaGie Fire, Puatze-Giass, GUARANTEE, AND ACCIDENT Insunance ComMPANY, LIMITED. 
—Petition for winding up, presented Feb 23, directed to be heard before Hall, V.C., on 
Mar 10. Bradley, Mark lane, solicitor for the petitioners 

Forziey Provision WINE AND Srigir TRapDInG Association, Liuitep.—Kay, J, has, 
hem order dated Feb 21, appointed Reginald Embleton Emson, 1, Gresham bldgs, 

inghall st, to be official liquiadtor 

German Date Correz Company, Limitep.—Chitty, J, has fixed Thursday, Mar 9, at 12, 
at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Havex Gown Minixe Company, Limitep.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Friday, Mar 10, at 
12, at his chambrs, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Norra American Laxp Association, Liuirep.—Petition for winding up, presented 
Feb 27, directed to be heard before Chitty, J,on Mar 11, Hollams and Co, Mincing 
lane, solicitors for the petitioner 

Sovurnm Essex EquitaBye NVESTMENT AND Apvance Company, Limitep,—Creditors are 
required, on or before April 5, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
of their debts or claims, to Thomas Aldham and Henry John Sansom, at the offices of 
their solicitors, Mesers, Crick and Freeman, Maldon, Essex, Tuesday, April 18, at 11 
is appointed for rie d and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. Storey and 
Cowland, Theobald’s Gray’s inn, agents for Crick and Freeman, Maldon 


Unitzp Srzvicz Provision Manxzt, Liuitgp.—Hall, V.C., has fixed Friday, Mar 10, 
et 12, st bis chambers, for the t of an official lic 2 


liquidator 
(Gazette, Feb, 28 





STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. A : 

Lorp Kruprrtey Mint Exrtoration Company, Liwcrep.—Petition for winding up, 
presented Feb 24, directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at Law Institution, 
Chancery lane, on Mar 8 at 3. Affidavits intended to be used at the hearing must be 
filed at the Registrar’s office, Truro, on or before Mar 4, and notice thereof must at 
the same time be given to the petitioner, his solicitors, or their agents, Hodge and 
Co, Truro, agents for Paige and Co, Redruth, solicitors for the petitioner 

[ Gazette, Feb. 23.] 
FRIENDLY SocreTies DIssoLveED. 

Brunswick Sick AND Buriat Frienpiy Socrety, Hotspur Hotel, Brunswick rd, 
Liverpool. Feb 22 é ‘ 

RervuGe Frienpiy Society, Primitive Methodist Chapel, Mollington, Oxford. Feb 23 

(Gazette, Feb. 28.| 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Orper or Court. 


Monday, 27th February, 1882. 

Whereas, from the present state of the business before the Vice-Chancellor 
Sir Charles Hall, Mr. Justice Fry, and Mr. Justice Kay and Mr. Justics 
Chitty respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes assigned to Vice- 
Chancellor Hall and Mr. Justice Kay respectively should be transferred to 
Mr. Justice Fry, and that a further portion of the causes assigned to Mr, 
Justice Chitty should for the purpose only of trial or hearing be transferrei 
to Mr. Justice Kay ; Now I, the Right Hon. Roundell Baron Selborne, Lord 
High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the several causes set 
forth in the first schedule hereto be transferred from the Vice-Chancellor Hall 
to Mr. Justice Fry; and that the several causes set forth in the second 
schedule hereto be transferred from Mr. Justice Chitty to Mr. Justice Fry; 
and tbat the several causes set forth in the third schedule hereto be for the 
purpose only of trial or bearing trausferred from Mr. Justice Chitty to Mr. 
Justice Kay ; and all such causes are to be marked in the cause books 
accordingly, And this order is to be drawa up by the registrar and set up ia 
the several offices of the Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice, 


First Schedule. 
From the Vice-Chancellor Hall’s Cause Book. 

Foster v Gates 1881 F 903 Gibbs v Haydon 1881 G _ 1,077 
Andrew v Aitken 1880 A 1,293 In re Kay, decd Littlehales v 
Green v Clayton 1880 G 4,796 Lightfoot 1879 K 93 
Thomas-Peter v Oxenham 1831 T Attorney-General v Acton Lecil 

999 Board 1877 A 125 
Brewer v Broadwood 1881 B 2,686 Sherley v Hall 1881 S_ 1,444 
In re Beaumont, decd Hanson v Kildson v Hudeon 1881 K_ 1,897 

Beaumont 1881 R 4,300 Anglo- Universal Bank wv Eaton 
Brown v Pearson 1881 B 2,152 1881 A 1,205 
France v Clarke 1881 F 1,262 Clark v Evans 1879 C 420 
Gwilt v Briscoe 1881 G 1227 Smetzer v Charles 1880 S 3,563 
Ancell v Younger 1881 A_ 1,160 Baggs v Mayor, &c., of Bath 1881 
Io re Rhodes, decd Wroe v Rhodes B 3,957 

1881 R 524 





Second Schedule, 
From Mr Justice Chitty’s Cause Book. 


Hughes-Hallett v Indian Mammoth Attorney-Gen v Shrewsbury Kings- 
Gold Mines Co 1881 H 1,618 ton Bridge Co 1879 A 228 
Sullivan v Collins 1881 S 4,595 Legg v Elkington 1881 L_ 3,246 
Jones v Moreland 1881 J 906 Mander v Lawrence 1881 M 2,853 
Leeming vAngier 1881 L_ 1,036 Warner +s Hughan 1881 W 1,074 
Routh v Wallis 1881 R 1,877 The Economical, &c., Society v 

Taylor v Calverley 1881 T 628 Younger 1881 E 1,701 
Eaton v Hunt 1881 E 1,033 Attorney-Gen v Metropolitan Ry. 
Bossiere v Glover 1878 B° 485 Co 1881 A_ 1,253 
Lleweliin v Liewellin 1881 L 1,538 Crossman v Martin 1881 C 4,561 
Malleron v Merigot 1881 M 2,157 Knox v. Brabmapootra Tra Co. 
Jones v Dade 1881 J 1,853 Limti, 1881 K 780 

Young v Mucklow 1881 Y 1,240 


Third Schedule. 
From Mr, Justice Chitty’s Cause Book. 

In re William Hall’s Estate Hall v Thomas v Pierce 1881 T 1,031 

Hall 1880 H 102 Tn re Gosling, decd Gosling v 
Dale v Parnell 1881 D_ 1,094 Maris 1881 G 142 
White v Willoughby 1880 W 108 Lindsay v Grabam 1881 L 1,229 
Renter v Revillon 1881 R 847 Winwood v Gwynne 1881 W 
In re C 8 Cowper, decd Souchon v 

Cowper 1881 C 1,051 
In re Jos Unsworth, decd Unsworth 

v Unsworth 1880 U 400 





2,687 
Moore v Willett 1881 M 190 
Thomas v Thomas 1881 T 169 
Wigginton v Hayes 1880 W 0,634 





Warner v Jacobs 1881 W 239 

Tod-Heatly v Newton 1881 H 
,649 

In re Lousia Maunder, decd Emmett 
v Tench 1880 M 3,524 

Plumptre v Blaxland 1880 P 2,616 

Brill v Maple 1881 B 20 

Bray v Hutchings 1881 B 3,429 

Wigg v Mecking 1881 W_ 1,499 

Dolling v National Arms & Ammoni- 
tion Co 1881 D 1,124 

The Midland Ry Co v The Haunch- 
wood Brick & Tile Co 








Smith v Lovick 1881 S 548 

In re Hulme, decd Holme ¥ 
Rumeey 1880 H 3,555 

Jeckson v Marsland 1881 J 177 

Plympton Mining & Arsenical Co Id 
Wilkins 1881 P 1,887 

King v Ashwin 1880 K 056 

Wallis v Wigg 1881 W_ 2,406 

In re Hedgson, decd Hodgson V 
Williams 1881 H 1,217 

Grady v Cox 1881 G 797 

In re Bramwell, decd Booth 
Brooke 1881 B_ 1,120 
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Andrew v Lindsay 1881 A 254 | 


Cripps v Wood 1881 C_ 1,867 
Sonnane ¥ Maen 1881 Y 129 


Moorehouse v Woolfe 1881 M 3,244 


Evans v Ward 1881 E 603 


Higgins v Carnochan 1881 H 1,772 | 


Budd v Trower 1881 B 3,383 
Howard v Naylor 1881 H 2,653 
Jordan v Maxwell 
Fuller v Sargeant 1881 F 362 


Lancelotte v Foster 1881 L 2,642 | 
In re Finnigan, decd Finnigan v | 


1881 1,552 
Bywater v Vickers 1881 B 122 


Worsley v Barton 1880 W 2,602 
Heach v Prichard 1881 H 1,644 | 
Liebig’s Extract of Meat Co v | 


1881 J 1,232 — 


Hodson v Young 1881 H_ 3,760 

Glen v Gregg 1881 G 1,045 

Lewis v Ramsdale 1880 L 0,863 

Guy v Harris 1881 G 2,491 

Gomersal v Lister 1881 G 83 

Mayor, &c, of Sunderland v Alcock 
1881 S 2,108 

Dacout v Nathan 1881 D 1,949 

Chambers v Lee 1881 C 2,117 

Bailey v Barlow 1881 B_ 6,601 

In re Brailsford, decd Brailsford v 
Brailsford 1880 B 4,269 

The Credit Co ld v Heath 1880 C 
3,603 

Clements v Preston 1880 C 3,804 

Griffin vy Badbam 1881 G_ 1,399 

SELBORNE, C. 


Anderson 1881 L 3,002 








LEGISLATION OF YHE WEEK. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
February 23.— Bills Read a Second Time. 
Puivate Brtts.—Bute Docks, Cardiff; St. Philip’s Church (Liverpool) ; 
Workington Dock and Harbour; Bawtry and Trent Railway and Dock ; 
Blyth Harbour ; Bristol Port and Channel Dock ; Bristol Water ; Callander 
and Oban Railway ; Cowes and Newport, Ryde and Newport, Isle of Wight 
Newport Junction), and Isle of Wight Railways; Glamorganshire Canal 
Railway) ; King’s College, London ; Maidstone Water ; Moffat Railway ; 
North British and Mercantile Insurance Company ; Scottish Widows’ Fund 
and Life Assurance Society ; South Essex Water; and Tredegar Water and 
Gas. 
February 24.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
Private Bitits,—Newquay Water; Tavistock and Gunislake Railway; 
Bristol Port and Docks Commission ; Agricultural Company of Mauritius ; 
Abbotsbury Railway, 


Bill Read a Third Time. 
Augmentation of Benefices Act Amendment. 


February 27.—Bills Read a Second Time, 

Private Bitis.— Bridgwater Railway ; East and West Junction Railway; 
Mason’s (Sir Josiah) Orphanage and Science College; North Cornwall Rail- 
way; Harris’s Endowment, 

New Bil’s. 

Bill to amend the Law of Bankruptcy (Mr. Barran) ; Bill for the Exten- 

sion of Allotments (Mr. J. Cottinas). 


February 28.—Bil/ Read a Second Time. 
Private Biti.—Liskeard and Caradon Railway. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS, 


February 23.—Bill in Committee. 

Post Cards (Reply) (passed through Committee). 

February 24.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Private Bitis,—Northampton Corporation ; Plymouth and District Tram- 
ways, 

New Bills. 

Bill to amend and make Perpetual the Ballot Act (Sir C. Ditxe); Bill to 
amend the Public Worship Regulation Act (1874) (Mr. Remp). 

February 27,—Bilis Read a Second Time. 

PaivaTE Brits,—Buasby Water Bill ; Church Fenton, Cawood, and Wis- 
tow Railway Bill; East London Reilway Bill; Lincoln Gas Bill; London 
and North-Western Railway Bill; London and North-Western Railway 
(Orsdall-lane) Bill; London and St. Katharine’s Docks Bill; London and 
South-Western Railway Bill; London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway 
(Capital) Bill ; London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway (Various Powers) 
Bill; London, Tilbury, and Southend Railway Bill ; Merionethshire Railway 
Bill; Midland Railway Bill ; MiJford Docks Bill; Northampton Tramways 
(Extensions) Bill; Northampton Water Bill; Norwood and Crystal Palace 
District Tramways Bill, Uxted and Groombridge Railway Bill; Rhymney 
Railway Bill; Seacombe, Hoylake, and Dee-Side Railway Bill; South- 
Eastern Railway (New Lines and Widenings) Bill; South Metropolitan Gas 
Bill; Accrington Extension and Improvement Bill; Blackburn Improvement 
Bill; Bolton Improvement Bill; Chadderton Impiovemert Bill; Edison’s 
Electric Lighting Bill; Hall Extension and Improvement Bill, Manchester 
Corporation Bill ; Milford Haven Lighting and Water Supply Bill ; New- 
castle-upon-Tyne Improvement Bill; Paditam and Hapton Local Board 
Bill ; and the Waterloo and City Railway Bill. 


February 28.—Bills Read a Second Time. 
_Paivats Bitts.—Edgware, Stanmore, and Harrow Railway ; Romford and 
Tilbury Railway ; Eonerdale Railway. 
March 1.— Bills Read a Second Time. 


Private Bi.ts.—East and West India Dock Extension ; North-Eastern 
Railway (Alnwick and Cornhill Branob) ; Salt Mines (Gunpowder). 





Panruct Dayii¢nT,—Use Chappuis’ Reflectors, 69, Fleet-street,—[Apvz.] 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Court oF 
APPEAL. 

: Mr. ween 
arrington 
— 
arrington 
Latham 
Carrington 
Mr. Justice 
Frr. 
Mr. Koe 
Clowes 
Koe 


Date. 


Monday, March.....e.eee 
Tuesday eerereerseee see 
Wednesday.....csovsseee 8 
Thursday ,cccccse -coes 9 
Friday ee eeeereeeseseee 10 
Saturday...ccccccccccoce bl 


Y. C. Bacom, Vv. C, Hatt, 


Mr. Farrer Mr. Cobby 
Teesdale Jackson 
Farrer Cobby » 
Teesdale Jackson 
Farrer Cobby 
Teesdale Jackson 

Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 


Kay. Curry. 
Mr. Pemberton 

Ward 

Pemberton 


Ward 
Pemberton 
Ward 


Monday, March...ccccese 6 
Tuesday wees eee eeeeeee 7 
Wednesday .s.scsssesees 8 
Thursday ..scccceseseee 9 Clowes 
Friday seeeeerseeeseeers 0 Koe 

Gate ic csccacesccccee BE Clowes 


Mr. King 
Meri 


King 
ee 
ng 
Merivale 








At the Stock and Share Auction Company’s sale held on Friday last, the 
24th ult., at their sale room, Crown Court-buildings, Old Broad-street, 
the following were amongst the prices obtained:—Indian, Ki Dp, and 
Sandhurst Gold Mining £1 shares, 7s. 6d.; Chapel House Collieries £10 
Debenture Bonds, £3 103. ; Oriental Telephone £1 shares, 10s. paid, 93. 6d.; 
United Parkend and New Fancy Collieries £100 6 per cert. Debenture 
Bonds, 90 per cent ; Zoedone £1 shares, 133. 9d. ; and other miscellaneous 
securities fetched fair pricer. At their sale held on Tuesday, the 28h 
ult., the following were amongst the prices obtained :—West Crebor Mine 
shares, 3s. 6d.; Canada Gold £1 shares, 72.; Woolwich and South-Fa3t 
Trame, £3 15s. ; Royal Courts of Justice Chambers £10 A shares, £3 103. 
paid, par ; Tramways Trust shares, £4; Gawton Mine £2 shares, £1 163. 
paid, 15s. ; Parys Copper Corporation £1 sharer, 13s. ; and other miscel- 
laneous securities fetched fair prices. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Fruipay, Feb. 24, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Bennett, Henry, Campden hill terrace, Kensington, no occupation. Pet Feb 21, 

Murray. Mar 10 at 11 
Buckland, Stephen, Clapham rd. Pet Feb 20. Murray. Mar 10 at 11 
Gooch, Walter, Bloomsbury pl. Pet Feb 22. Brougham. Mar l4at1l 
Horncastle, _— Radcliffe, Cheapside, Advertismg Agent. Pet Feb 21. Murray. 

Mar 7 at 1 

To Surrender in the Country. : 

Andrews, Daniel, Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer. Pet Feb20. Parry. Birmingham, 

Mar 6 at 2 
nies, — Henry, Sheffield, Stock Broker. Pet Feb 21. Wake. Sheffield, 

ar 8 at 1.30 
—_ Isaac Lewis, Swansea, Licensed Victualler. Pet Feb 22. Jones. Swansea, 
ar 7 at 11 

Edgar, rm Blackburn, Travelling Draper. Pet Feb 21. Bolton. Blackburn, Mar 

10 at 


Paget, John Thomas, Early, Roading, Nurseryman. Pet Feb 20, Hubbersty. Burton- 


on-Trent, Mar 8 at 1.30 
TuEspay, Feb. 28, 1882. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 

Ball, George Yetheard, Gower st, of no occupation. Pet Feb 27. Pepys. Mar 17 at ll 
Case, Henry, Ironmonger lane, Tailor. Pet Feb 24. Murray. Mar 17 at 11 

augars, Ww » Pall Mall, Barrister-at-Law. Pet Feb 24. Murray. Mar 10 at 11 
Earle, William Henry Shadwell, Norfolk terr, Notting hill, Milk Dealer. Pet Feb 25. 

Murray. Mar 14 at 12 : 
=) — Rochester row, Westminster, Milk Dealer. Pet Feb 23. Hazlitt. Mar 

at 

Pivernau, Louis Alexander, Mortimer st, Cavendish sq, Art Dealer, Pet Feb 25. 

Hazlitt. Mar 15 at 12.30 s 
Richardson, Helen, London st, Paddington, Pet Feb 23. Hazlitt. Mar 15 at ll 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Ball, Edwin, Salford, Lancaster, Dentist. Pet Feb 25. Hulton. Salford, Mar 22 at 11 
Barraclough, James Samson, Halifax, Dyeware Grinder. Pet Feb 25. Rankin. 

Halifax, Mar 20 at 11 : 
Grenfell, Annie Marjorie, Somers villa, Wandsworth. Pet Feb 21. Willoughby. 

Wandsworth, Mar F7 at 11 
Hill, John, Samuel McMaster, and Alfred Thomas Plant, Manchester, Export Manufac- 

turers. Pet Feb 23. Lister. Manchester, Mar 20 at 12 
Rowe, Josiah, Sithney, Cornwall, Miller. Pet Feb 25, Chillcott. Truro, Mar 11 at $ 
be emy Charles, Redenhall, Norfolk, Baker. Pet Feb 21. Grimsey. Ipswich, Mar 

at 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED., 
Farvay, Feb. 24, 1882. 
Street, John, Langford, Bedford, Market Gardener, Feb 13 
Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Frrpay, Feb, 24, 1883. 
Andrews, Edmund, Wyre Piddle, Worcester, Innkeeper. Mar 10 at 11 at offices of Allen 
and Beauchamp, Sansome pl, Wo 
Armstrong, John, Stone bidgs, Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-law. Mar 6 at 2 at offices of 
mong ang Victoria st . 
Atkiss, William, Bilston, Hosier. Mar 9 at 11 at Globe Hotel. Mount Pleasant, Bilston, 
Bowen, Bilston 
Bagley, Ann Francis, West Drayton, Market Gardener, Mar S$ at3 at Chequers Hotel, 
ay Mercer, Uxbri¢ 
Birtwell, Joseph Edward. Accrington, Lancaster, Beerseller. Mar 9 at 3 at Peel’s Arms 
Hotel, Whalley rd, Accrington. Whalley, Accrington 
Bishop, Charles Joseph, Kings rd, Chelsea, Furniture Dealer. Mar 4at 2 at offices of 
Johnson, Seymour pl, Marylebone 
Blount, William, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s Bush, Dealer in Drain Pipes, Mar Gat 3 at 
offices of Philp, Walbrook 
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Boddy, George John, Lambeth walk, Journeyman Harness Maker. Mar 13 at 8 at 
Plumstead rd, Plumstead. Cooper and Co, Lincoln’s inn-fields 
Bowring. George, Victoria st, Morecambe, Lancaster, Boot Maker. Mar 9 at 2 at office 
of Johnson and Tilly, Sun st, Lancaster ‘ 
a Ambrose, High Holborn, Engineer. Mar 13 at 3 at offices of Hicks, Chancery 
ane 
Bubb, Benjamin, Charlton Kings, Gloucester, Builder. Mar 11 at 10 at office of Jessop, 
Cheltenham 
Bush, Emma, Kingston-upon-Hull, Tailor. Mar 10 at 2 at offices of Josolyne and Co, 
King st, Cheapside. Firth 
Caddington, Charles, Pavement, Upper Norwood, Grocer. Mar 16 at 2 at Guildhall 
Tavern, Greshem st. Meadows, Walbrook 
Carigan, John Joseph, Holywell st, Strand, Hatter. Mar 9 at 3 at offices of Brunskill, 
Gt James st, Bedford row 
Cassell, Abraham, West Hartlepool, Jeweller. Mar 7 at 11 at offices of Simpson, West 
Hartlepool 
Chalmers, Walter, Compton st, Brunswick sq, Commission Agent. Mar 10 at 3 at office 
of Cooper and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Chapman, Sarah, Gawsworth, Chester, out of business. Mar 13 at 3 at offices of Bar- 
clay and Henstock, Macclesfield 
Cole, William John, West Cowes, Tailor. Mar 9 at 11 at offices of Sole and Co, Alder- 
manbury. Hooper, Newport 
Collyer, William, Horsell, Surrey, Farmer. Mar 8 at 11 at office of Pain and Brettel, 
Chertsey 
Cox, John, Lewisham, Kent, Plumber. Mar 9 at 3 at office of Hallam, South sq, Gray’s 
inn 
Daking, Robert, Bentley, nr Ipswich, Farmer. Marl15 at 12 at office of Pollard, St. 
Lawrence st, Ipswich 
Dammeyer, Gustave, Mark lane, Commission Agent. Mar 13 at 2 at office of Ellis and 
Crossfield, Mark lane 
Dawson, William Albert, Swaffham, Norfolk, Tailor. Mar 9 at 3 at office of Wincarls, 
Castleacre st, Swaffham 
Easter, Charles William, Eastbourne, Sussex, Tailor. Mar 9 at 11 at office of Hillman, 
Leicester House, South st, Eastbourne 
Edmands, Enoch, Bedworth, Warwick, Ale and Porter Merchant. Mar 6 at 2 at office 
of Neale and Addison, Hay lane, Coventry 
Edmonds, Richard Cowling, Langdonrd, Upper Holloway, Clerk in the Civil Service. 
Mar 10 at 2 at office of Howard and Shelton, Threadneedle st 
Ellison, Edgar, Openshaw, Manchester, Grocer. Mar 10 at 3 at office of Chew and Sons, 
Swann st, Manchester 
Etheridge, Lewis, Lower rd, Deptford, Stone Mason. Mar 15 at 3 at office of Fitch, 
Bedford row 
Fairhurst, William, Tyldesley-cum-Shackerley, Lancaster, Pianoforte Dealer. Mar 18 
at 3 at offices of Whowell, The Square, Tyldesley-cum-Shackerley 
Fenwick, John, Dipton, Durham, Farmer. Mar 8 at 11 at offices of Keenlyside and Co, 
Grainger st West, Newcastle on Tyne 
Gibb, Denson, Nantwich, Chester, Miller. Mar 9 at 2 at offices of Lisle, Nantwich 
Ginn, John, Weston, Hertford, Blacksmith. Mar 7 at 4 at offices of Times, Portmill 
lane, Hitchin 
Gold, Moses Aaron, Brick lane, Spitalfields, Clothier. Mar8 at 3 at offices of Cattlin, 
Wormwood st, Old Broad st 
Grant, Alma, Salford, Lockwood, nr Huddersfield, Grocer. Mar 13 at 3 at Woolpack 
Inn, Buxton rd. Lodge, Wakefield 
Handley, William, Birmingham, Draper. Mar 9 at 2 at Great Western Hotel, Colmore 
row, Birmmgham. Fitter, Birmingham 
ges aa Henry, Oxford, Boat Builder. Mar 15 at 11 atoffices of Mallam, High 
st, Oxfor 
Harnett, Charles Dobbs, Margate, Grocer. Mar 11 at 12.30 at Guildhall Coffee Tavern, 
Gresham st. Sparkes, Ramsgate 
Harris, Quarles, Bedford, Commercial Traveller. Mar 14 at 11 at offices of Mitchell 
and Webb, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 
Harrison, Thomas, Jarrow. Durham, Furniture Dealer. Mar 8 at 11 at offices of Rowell, 
Grey st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Hart, Thomas William, Henry Aukett, John Large, and Alfred Cox, Trinity st, South- 
wark, Provision Merchants, Mar 16 at lat Cannon st Hotel, Cannonst. Linklater 
and Co, Walbrook 
Hatcher, John, Railway bldgs, Highbury, Baker. Mar9 at 3 at offices of Cooper and 
Co, Lincoins-inn-fields 
Healey, Thomas, Bermondsey New rd, Picture Frame Manufacturer. Mar 18 at 12 at 
offices of Hulbert, Coleman st 
Hiett, John Edward. Lechlade, Gloucester, Farmer. Mar 8 at 2 at offices of Iles, Ton- 
don st, Fairford 
Higgin, William, Nottingham, Hosiery Yarn Agent. Mar8 at 3 at Fletcher gate, Not- 
tingham. Cockayne 
Holdsworth, John, Edward Haworth, and James Henry Holdsworth, Stockton-on-Tees, 
———— Mar 6 at ll at Royal Hotel, High st, Stockton-on-Tees. Bunton and 
20i80Ver 
Hooper, Benjamin, Baldwin cres, Camberwell, Salesman. Mar 20 at 2.30 at offices of 
Woodley and Co, Cannon st. Burn, Lombard st 
Jackson, Thomas Gilbert, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Mar 13 at 11 at offices of 
Morgan, Stafford 
Jacobs, Joseph, Leicester, Fishmonger. Mar 9 at 3 at offices of Buckby, Gallowtree 
gate, Leicester 
Jarman, David, Northwich, Chester, Provision Dealer. Mar 9 at 12 at offices of Green 
and Dixon, Northwich 
Jenkins, Richard, Aberystwith, Gasfitter. Mar 7 at 12 at offices of Jones and Co, Gt 
Darkgate st, Aberystwith 
Jenner, Richard, Hastings, Bootmaker. Mar 9 at 12 at Law Institution, Chancery lane. 
Chalinder, Hastings 
Jones, Justus, Chrisp st, Poplar, Draper. Mar 14 at 3 at 145, Cheapside. Mason, 
Gresham st 
Jones, Silas, Kingswinford, Stafford, Licensed Victualler. Mar 8 at 11 at offices of 
Waldron, Brierley hill 
Jones, William, Beaufort, Brecon, Gas Manufacturer. Mar 6 at 2 at Castle Hotel, 
Tredegar. Powell 
Jotham, Edwin Sparkawke, Macclesfield, Surgeon. March 8 at 3 at offices of Froggatt, 
Chestergate, Macclesfield 
Landa, David, Leeds,Grocer. March 8 at 11 at offices of Wells, Cookridge st, Leeds 
Lea, Charles, Poulton, Gloucester, Tailor. March 6 at 1.45 at offices of Kinneir and 
Tombs, High st, Swindon 
Lewin, Martin Budd, March, Cambridge, Esq. March 7 at 1.30 at the Great Northern 
Hehe}, Peterborough. Ollard, March 
Lewis, Roger, Aberdover, Merioneth, Master Mariner. March 14 at 11 at offices of 
Griffith and Co, Gt Darkgate st, Aberystwith 
Lockwood, Jonathan, Beccles, Suffolk, Carpenter. March 14 at 2 at offices of Angell, 
Biyburgate st, Beccles ; 
Lowndes, John, Tunstall, Stafford, Manufacturer of Jet Ware. March 8 at 10.30 at 
Offices of Hollinshead and Moody, Tunstall 
Lowndes, Richard, Lancaster, Mill Manager. March 17 at 3 at offices of Bullock and 
Worthington, Kennedy st, Manchester 
Maddison, William, Marske-by-the-Sea, York, Draper, March 9 at 3 at offices of Bain- 
bridge and Barnley, Albert rd, Middleshorough 
Mason, Charles, Trevor, Denbigh, Brick Manufacturer, 
and Oo, Cook st, Véverpool. Davies, Oswestry 
Mayces, William Francis, Shirley, Southampton, Grocer. Mar 10 at 12 at office of Lovell 
and Co, Gray's inn sq. Pearceand Co, Sonthampton 
Merchant, Joseph, Chippenham, Wilts, Boot and Shoe Manufacturer, Mar 6 at 11.30 at 
onan aes —o . Bartrom and Bartlett, Bath 
itchell, Robert, Bishopewearmouth, Durham, Botcher, 
Lamtion #, Bisbopevearmouth . 


Mar 6 at 3 at office of Banner 


Mar 6 at3 at office of Bell, 








Molyneux, Rachel, Hindley, Lancaster, out of business. Mar 9 at 12 at office of Wilson, 
King st, Wigan, Lancaster 

Morgan, James, Grosmont, Monmonth, Farmer. Mar 9 at 3 at office of Browne, Lion st, 
Abergavenny, Monmouthshire 

Morgan, Thomas, Cardigan, Labourer. Mar 7 at 12 at office of Edwards, Tre. 


aron 

Micwen, William, Chepstow, Monmouth, Draper, Mar 14 at 12 at office of Lawrence, 
Bank chmbrs, Newport ; 

Morris, Edward, Worcester, Grocer. Mar 7 at 12 at office of Goldingham, Forega’e sgt, 
Worcester 

Murrin, Richard. Newton Abbott, Devon, Builder, Mar 10 at 12 at office of Hamlyn, 
Courtenay st, Newton Abbott 

Newsholme, Henry, Thornbury, nr Bradford, Mar 10 at 11 at office of Terry and Co, 
Market st, Bradford 

Norton, Edwin, Wombridge, Salop, Greengrocer. Mar 10 at 3 at offices of Leake, High 
st, Shifnal 

Parkinson, John William, Barrow-in-Furness, Lancaster, Draper. Mar 7 at 11 at Station 
Hotel, Carnforth. Sims, Rarrow-in-Furness 

Pasmore, James, Roger, Tait st, St George’s-in-the-East, Licensed Victualler. Mar 20 
at 3 at offices of Christmas, Walbrook 

Pearce, John Henry, Nottingham, Lace Frilling Manufacturer. Mar 10 at3 at offices 
of Norman, Middle pavement, Nottingham 

Pearson, Robert Langton, Hampton Gay, Oxford, Paper Manufacturer. Mar 9 at 12 at 
offices of Beale and Martin, London rd, Keading 

Pike, Joseph, Whitecross st, Cripplegate, Artificial Florist. Mar 10 at 3 at offices of 
Wells, Paternoster row 

Poole, Henry, Liverpool, Grocer. Mar 8 at 11.30 at offices of Lynch and Teebay, Lord 
st, Liverpool 

Potts, William, Egbaston, Birmingham, Ventilating Engineer. Mar 7 at 3 at offices of 
Lowe, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Powell, Charles, Coventry, Carriage Builder, Mar 6 at 11 at offices of Neale and Addi- 
son, Hay lane, Coventry 

Price, Charles, Birmingham, Builder, Mar 10 at 11 at offices of James, Temple st, Bir. 
mingham ™ 

Price, Sophia, Worcester, Licensed Victualler. Mar 8 at 11 at offices of Tree and Son, 
High st, Worcester 

Prince, Uriah, Yeaveley, Derbyshire, Labourer. Mar 9 at 2 at Derby st, Leek 

Ratcliffe, Edmund, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Builder, Mar 8 at 3 at White Bull Hetel, 
Church st, Blackburn, Broadbent, Darwen 

Riley, Richard Briggs, Worcester, Licensed Victualler, Mar 10 at 12 at offices of 
Frederick and Henry Corbett, the Cross, Worcester 

Robinson, Alfred Hayward, Southsea, Hants, Ironmonger. Mar 15 at 2 at Queen's 
and North Western Hotel, Stephenson pl, Birmingham. Bramsdon, Portsea 

Senior, Rawson, Brookfield, Lymm, Chester, Surgeon. Mar 6 at 11 at Thatched House, 
Market pl, Manchester. Addenbrooke, Warrington 

Shayler, George Martin, Banbury, Oxford, Painter. Mar 10at12 at offices of Pellatt, 
High st, Banbury 

Skidmore, Alfred, Deritend, Birmingham, Baker. Mar 8 at 3 at offices of Green, Col- 
more row, Birmingham 

Smith, Henry Thomas, Market Drayton, Wine and Spirit Merchant. Mar13 at 2 at 
offices of Cleaver and Holden, North John st, Liverpool 

Smith, John Edward, Paternoster row, Solicitor. Mar 10 at 3 at offies of Butcher, 
Bouverie st, Fleet st 

Snowball, Elizateth, Hutton Cranswick, York, Grocer. Mar 14 at 3 at office of Martin. 
son, Exchange bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Kingston upon Hull 

Strangwich, William, sen, William Strangwich, jun, and Edward Strangwich, Park 
walk, Chelsea, Fishmongers. Mar 14 at 2 at offices of Seale and Smith, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 

Stevens, William, West Wittering, Sussex, Grocer. Mar 14 at 3 at Dolphin Hotel, 
Chichester. Janman, East Pallant 

Tamlin, John, and Charles Tamlin, Plymouth, Painters. Mar8 at 12 at office of Pearse, 
Princess sq, Plymouth 

Tebbs, Sadler William, Brighton, Grocer. Mar 13 at 12 at 98, Cheapside, Cooper and 
Williams, Brighton 

Tucker, John Brown, and Henry Tucker, Wood st, Cheapside, Necktie Mannfacturers, 
Mar 10 at 3 at offices of Ingle and Co, Threadneedle st. Pearse and Baggs, Cheap- 
side 

Turner, Joseph Daniel, Heigham, Norwich, Schoolmaster, Mar 7 at 12.30 at Castle 
chbrs, Opie st, Norwich. Hardy 

Wadey, Owen, Ebury st, Pimlico, Licensed Victualler. Mar 8 at 3 at office of Jones and 
Co, Lancaster pl, Strand 

Watkins, Henry, Winchester, Butcher. Mar 8 at 3 at offices of Wooldridge and Son, 
Upper Brook, Winchester 

Watkinson, Rowland Johnson, Sutton, nr Skipton. Mar 6 at 12at Devonshire Hotel, 
Skipton. Durnford, Halifax 

Webber, William Henry John, Birmingham, Grocer. Mar 10 at 3 at offices of Coulton, 
Birmingham 

Welburn, George White, Scarborough, Livery Stable Proprietor. Mar 11 at 10,30 at 
offices of Williamson, Scarborough 

be ry George, Reading, Berks, Brewer, Mar 8 at 11 at the Ship Hotel, Reading. 
‘ree 


Whale, John, Old Kent rd, Grocer. Mar 10 at 2 at Cannon st Hotel, Cannon st. Carter 
and Bell, Eastcheap 

White, Willie James, Ventnor, Butcher. Mar 10 at 11 at Warburton’s Hotel, Newport. 
ar a Newport 

Whiteland, John, Deopham, Norfolk, Farmer. Mar 6 at 11 at offices of Kent, St 
Andrew’s hall plain, Horwich fj 

Wignall, William, Manchester, Licensed Victualler. Mar 8 at 11 at Mitre Hotel, 
Cathedral gates, Manchester. Lawson, Manchester 

Wilding, John, Chester, Cab Proprietor. Mar 11 at 11 at offices of Brassey, Kastgate 
row, North Chester 

bef nage Hugh, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Builder. Mar 14 at 12 at offices of Walker and 
‘o, Chester 

Williams, Percy Bennett, Wandsworth rd, Theatrical Agent. Mar 15 at 11 at 27, South- 
ampton bldgs, Chancery lane, Cotton r 

Willison, William, Stockton on Tees, Grocer. Mar 9 at 11 at Traders’ Association, 
High st, Stockton on Tees 

Winsper, Arthur, Tipton, Stafford, Shoe Manufacturer, Mar 9 at 10,30 at offices of 
Whitehouse, Dudley rd, Tipton 

Yates, James, Rochdale, Lancaster, Coach Builder, Mar 8 at 2 at Grosvenor Hotel, 
Deansgate, Manchester. Clarke, Preston 

Yerbury, Henry Lucas, Frome, Somerset, Coach Builder, Mar 4at 12 at Angel Hotel, 
Frome. McCarthy, Frome 

Young, George, Eastbournia terrace, Edmonton, Builder, Mar 2 at 11 at offices of 
Wolferstan and Co, Ironmonger lane, Cheapside 

Zanzig, Johan Heinrich Christopf, Museum st, Bloomsbury, Tailor, Mar 10 at 2 at 
offices of May, 67, Russell sq 

Turspay, Feb, 28, 1882, e 

Adams, George, Oakham, Rutland, Grocer. March 14 at 3 at offices of Chadwick, Ber- 
ridge st, Leicester 

Adams, James Tozer, Alphington, Deven, Innkeeper, March 11 at 10.30 at the Corn 
Exchange Hotel, Market st, Exeter. Fryer, Exeter 

Aikman, Robert, and George Woodhead, Manchester, Printers. March 17 at 8 at offices 
of Addleshaw and Warburton, Norfolk st, Manchester 

Allen, Robert, Thomas Hurden, and William James Allen, St Andrew's st, Wandsworth 
rd, Stonemasons. March 10 at 3 at offices of Fitch, Bedford row 

Argyle, Dan, King st, Twickenham, Fishmonger. March 18 at 11 at offices of Cooke, 
Gray’s inn sq ‘ 

Badger, Arthur Sraney, Rotherham, York, Solicitor, March 8 at 3 at the Law Society, 
Bouk st, Sheffield, Broomhead and Vo, Sheffield 
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Batrock, Samuel, Tunstall, Stafford, Carter. March 10 at 3 at offices of Llewellyn and 
‘Ackrill, Piccadilly st, Tunstall 

Bannister, Arthur Taylor, Birmingham, Hosier. March 13 at 3 at offices of Rooke, 
Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Barker, mene. Brighton, Schoolmaster. Mar 20at 3 at offices of Goodman, North 
st, Brighton 

Pe dong foawe Crone, and Alexander Graham Barton, Newcastle upon Tyne, Fruit 
Merchants. Mar 16 at 2at Trader’s Association, Grainger st, West, Newcastle upon 
Tyne. Brown, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Biggs, — oan Paignton ter, New Southgate, Carrier. Mar17 at 3 at offices of 

lift, Cheapside 

Bithell, Benjamin, Dodleston, Flint, Farmer. 
White Friars, Chester 

Bolderston, James, Adderley, Salop, Farmer, Mar 20 at 12 at Lamb Hotel, Nantwich, 
Brooke, Nantwich 

Braye, Hardwick Herbert, the Mount, Whitechapel rd, Surgeon. Mar 9 at3 at Irox- 
monger lane, Cheapside. White, Queen st, Cheapside 

Brown, John, Augustus rd, Hammersmlth, Builder. Mar 11 at 12 at offices of Coe, 
Imperial bldgs, Ludgate circus 

Browning, Joseph, Madloe, Huntingjon, Farmer. Mar 18 at 3 at offices of Cranfield, 
St Ives 

Buckley, John Bramley, Royton, Lancaster, Commission Agent. Mar 17 at 2 at Mitre 
Hotel, Cathedral steps, Manchester. Clarke, Oldham 

Carr, Thomas, Preston, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. Mar 13 at 11 at offices of Plant 
and Abbott, Cannon st, Preston 

Chrimes, Edward, Prescot, Lancaster, out of business. Mar 13 at 2.30 at office of Wilson 
and Co, Lord st, Liverpool 

Clark, Charles Richard, Archer st, Westbourne grove, Cheesemonger. Mar 13 at 2 at 
office of Wedlake. Mitre ct, Temple 

Coates, Edward, Stanley ter, New Wandsworth, Builder. Mar7 at 3 at Mason’s Hall 
Tavern, Mason’s avenue, Basinghall st. Harte, Moorgate st 

Coates, James, T'werton-on-Avon, Somerset, Carpenter. Mar 13 at 12 at office of Tucker, 
Northgate st, Bath 

Brothers, Colin, Blackburn, Builders’ Merchant. Mar 14at3 at St Leger Hotel, King 
William st, Blackburn. Malam Brothers, Blackburn 

Congrave, Thomas, Polesworth, Warwick, Licensed Victualler. Mar 10 at 11 at office of 
Hodgson and Price, Waterloo st, Birmingham 

Cook, William, High rd, East End, Finchley, Carpenter. 
row. Wells 

Cosford, Uriah Robert, Walter ‘Thomas Cosford, and Thomas Charles Cosford, Wor- 
cester, Drapers. Mar 13 at 12 at office of Cooper and Co, Cheapside. Roberts, Wor- 


Mar 14 at 11 at offices of Cartwright, 


Mar 10 at 12 at 8, Paternoster 


cester 
Cox, Walter Adolphus, Weston-super-Mare, Grocer. Mar 14 at 12 at office of Chapman. 
Grove rd, Weston-super-Mare 
Davey, John, North Tawton, Devon, Butcher. 
North Tawton. Fryer, Exeter 
Davies, Philip, Twyford, Berks, Grocer. 
Davis, James Hollick, Coleman st, Licensed Victualler. 
Roberts, Coleman st 
Deards, Edmund Henry, Codicote, Hertford, Farmer. March 15 at 1 at the Wellington 
Inn, Welwyn. Barker, Hitchin 
Denham, Charles Horsfall, Halifax, Stone Merchant. 
Hotel, Halifax. Emmet and Walker, Halifax 
Desmoulins, Jane Amelia, Aden grove, Stoke Newington, no occupation. March 13 at 
2 at offices of Armstrong, Chancery lane 
Dowd, Richard, Warrington, Saddler. March 13 at 3 at offices of Davies and Co, Bew- 
sey chmbrs, Bewsey st, Warrington 
Dytor, Richard, Crewe, Licensed Victualler. 
Nantwich rd, Crewe 
Eaton, Austin, Gloucester, Tailor. March 8 at 2 at offices of Jones, Eldon chmbrs, 
Berkeley st, Gloucester 
Ebsworth, James Adams, Biggleswade, Bedford, Grocer. March 18 at 12 at the Law 
Institution, Chancery lane, Hooper and Co, Biggleswade 
Edenborough, Frank Dudley, College hill, Cannon st, Wine Merchant. 
at offices of Evans, Bucklersbury, Kebbell, Tower bill 
Edgley, James,Willaston, Chester, Grocer, Mar 13 at 11 at offices of Pointon, Albert 
chmbrs, Crewe 
Edwards, Thomas, Greek st, Soho, Portmanteau Maker. 
and Co, King st, Che:pside 
Evans, Henry, Cleobury North, Salop, Shepherd. Mar 18 at 3 at offices of Thursfield, 
Kidderminster 
Foster, John, Hastings, Baker, 
on Sea 
Frost, William Henry, Alverstoke, Hants, Confectioner. Mar 14 at 3 at 145, Cheapside, 
King. Portsea 
Fry, Peter, Winscombe, Somerset, Coal Merchant, 
Bristol. Woolfryes and Powell, Banwe 
Gibbons, John Henry, Manchester, Hosier. 
Manchester 
Godfrey, Charles Arthur, and Charles Cunningham Woodward, Lime st, Wine Mer- 
chants. Mar 14 at 2 at offices of Ogle and Co, Caunon st. Austin, Coleman st 
Goodrich, John, Caledonian rd, Harness Manufacturer. Mar 8 at 3 at offices of Wren, 
King Edward st, Newgate st 
etven, William, Barnsley, Joiner. Mar 14 at 3 at offices of Tyas and Co, Regent st, 
arnsley 
Hall, Thomas Henry, Birmingham, Engine Packing Maker. 
Fallows, Birmingham 
Hare, Alfred Joseph, Sheerness, House Decorator. Mar 13 at 12.30 at offices of Cop- 
land, Sheerness 
Harvey, Edward, Stourbridge, Worcester, Commission Agent. 
of Sheldon, High st, Wednesbury 
Hayes, John, Kirkdale, nr Liverpool, Plumber. Mar 15 at 3 at offices of Pennock and 
Guest, samen 
Heap, Rideha’ gh, Lancaster, Rag Dealer. 
Proctor, Burnie: 
Hodges, Alfred Henry, Monmouth, Carriage Builder. 
liams, Monmouth 
Houghton, Samuel Kendrick, Netherton, Worcester, Wheelwright. 
ottices of Wright, Cradley Heath 
Huddlestone, William, Manchester, Commission Agent. Mar 17 at 3 at offices of Ast- 
bury and Eckersley, Manchester. Gooden, Manchester 
Hudson, Giles, Gough st, Gray’s inn rd, Cab Proprietor, 
Yarde and Loader, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 
maaine, Pee ont | Oxford, Tallyman. Mar 25 atl at Temperance Hotel, Oxford. Ber- 
ri xfo 
July Francis Kingston-on-Thames, Surrey, Hatter. Mar 15 at 3 at offices of Clift, 
eapside 
Kem, Francis, Perranarworthal, Cornwall, Innkeeper, Mar 14 at 3 at offices of Genn 
and Nalder, Church st, Falmouth 
Kent, Thomas Richard, Amport, Southampton, Farmer, Mar 13 at 3 at White Hart 
Hotel, Andover. Lee and Co, Salisbury 
oem me Ipswich, Straw Merchant. Mar 17 at 2 at office of Pollard, St Lawrence 
st, Ipswic’ 
, James, Brecknock rd, Camden Town, Provision Merchant. 
Kearsey and Co, Old Jewry 
Lealie, Bidney, Upper at, Islington, Silversmith. Mar 8 at3 at office of Montagu, Buck- 
lersbur: 
Lindop, feaiah, Shifnal, Salop, Agricultural Engineer, Mar 8 at 11 at Bull’s Head Hotel, 
Wellingto . Carrane, Wellington 


Mar 15 at 2 at Gostwyck Arms Hotel, 


March 15 at 2 at offices of May, Russell sq 
March 13 at 12 at offices of 


March 15 at 11 at the Old Cock 


March 10 at 11 at offices of Warburton, 


March 15 at 2 


Mar 10 at 3 at offices of Dow 


Mar 10 at 3 at offices of Neve, Norman st, St Leonards 


Mar 16 at 11 at Rummer Hotel, 


Mar 20 at 3 at offices of Kearsley and Co, 


Mar 10 at 3 at offices of 

Mar 10 at 11 at offices 
Mar 13 at 4 at offices of Backhouse and 
Mar 20 at 2 at offices of Wil- 


Mar 13 at 3at 


Mar 16 at 12 at offices of 


Mar 9 at 3 at office of 





Lowry, James. Praed st, Paddingtoa, Cheesemonger. Mar 16 at 3 at offices of Foreman 
and Co, Gresham st. Goren, South Molton st, Oxford st 

Ludwell, William James West, Eastbourne, Ale Dealer. Mar18 at 10 at 2, Hyde rd, 
Eastbourne 

Lyon, William, Runcorn, Chester, Soda Ash Manufacturer. Mar 15 at 12 at Law Asso- 
ciation Rooms, Cook st. Liverpool. Clare and McMaster, Liverpool 

McDonnell, Thomas. and James McDonnell, Sloane ter, Chelsea, Undertakers. Mar 15 
at 2 at offices of Seeley, High Holborn 

Mar 16 at 11 at Crewe Arms Hotel, 


Mar 8 at 3 at offices of 


Mar 14 at 3 at office of Parker" 


Mar 16 at 2 at 


Mar 13 at 11.30 at office of Williams, 


Mar 15 at 3 at 


Mar 20 at 3 at Guildhall 


McLaren, Marjorey, Rhy], Flint, Boot Dealer. 
Cooper and Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Mills, Henry William, Southampton row, Russell sq, Wine Merchant. Mar 21 at 2 at 
Ritson and Grundy, Princes st, Manchester 
Booth st, Manchester 
Nicholas, William, Cafferata, Barrow-in-Furness, Builder. Mar 11 at 12 at Trevelyan 
North hill, Colchester 
Powell, John Edward, Imperial bldgs, Ludgate cireus, Advertising Agent. March l4 
Andrew’s st, Cambridge : : 
March 15 at 3 at offices of Hollier and Battiscombe, 
Price, Richard, West Felton, Salop, Farmer. 
of Benson and Carpenter, Bank chmbrs, Corn st 
March 13 at 3 at offices of 
Robins, Nicholas, Bideford, Devon, Ironmonger. 
March 20 at 12 at the Castle Hotel, Tamworth. 
Argyle and Sons, Tamworth 
Seagrave, Isaac, Praed st, Paddington, Zinc Worker. 
and Hickmott, Regent st, Barnsley 
Sout", Richard Walter, Abingdon st, Travelling Theatrical Manager. 
of Goodman, North st, Brighton 
Stokes, Thomas, Alfreton, Derby, Joiner. Mar 13 at 12.30 at George Hotel, Alfreton. 
st, Worcester 
Thompson, James, and George Thompson, New Barnet, Contractors. Mar 13 at 2 at 
Park and Mansfield, Barrow-in-Furness 
Turner, Charles, Willoughby-on-the-Woulds, Nottingham, Baker. 
Regent st, Rarnsley. Dibb and Co, Barnsley 
Bostock and Rawlinson, Horsham 
Whalley, George Hampden, St Alban’s rd, Kensington, M.P. Mar 16 at 12 at offices of 
Lincoln, Clitherows and Elsey, Tattershall 
March 17 at 2 at the Norton Arms Hotel, 
Wilton, George, Waterside, Wandsworth, Vinegar Distiller. March ]4 at 3 at offices of 
March 13 at 3 at offices of Dodge 
and Phipps, Lord st, Liverpool 


McEvoy, John William, Salford, Lancaster, Merchant’s Clerk. Mar 13 at 2 at Princess 
Crewe. Davies and Roberts, Rhyl 
Meads, Arthur Walker, Stratford upon Avon, Hairdresser. Mar 9 at 12 at Seven Stars 
offices of Bridger, Botolph lane, Eastcheap 
Mar 3 at 3 at offices of 
Mitchell, John, Clement Taylor Mitchell, Louis Greenhalgh Mitchell, and Frederick 
Nash, George, Paradise st, Marylebone, Dairyman. Mar 7 at 12 at office of Jeram, 
Teraperance Hotel, Dalkieth st, Barrow-in-Furness. Sims, Barrow-in-Fuarness 
Perrin, Henry James, Wandsworth rd. Clothier. March 8 at 3 at offices of Benneti and 
at 3 at the Inns of Court Hotel, High Holborn. Flnnis and Wylie, Surrey st, Strand 
Preston, Samuel, Leicester, Grocer. 
March 14 at 2 at the Public Hall, O<wes- 
try. Ellis, Oswestry 
Roberts, William Charles, Taibach, Glamorgan, Grocer. 
Broad st, Bristol. Smale, Bideford 
Sanford, George, Christow, Devon, Licensed Viciualler. Mar 13 at 11.30 at office of 
Warwick ct, Gray’s inn 
Sommerville, Francis, Manchester, Cabinet Maker. Mar 15 at 3 at office of Sheppey and 
34, Tower chbrs, Finsbury pavement. Essery, Bristol 
Sprague, Joseph Newbold, West Smethwick, Stafford, Tobacconist. Mar 10 at 11 at 
Wilson and Bone, Alfreton 
Thomas John, Llangadock, Carmarthen, Builder. 
offices of Corsellis and Co, Wandsworth 
Told, Lewis, and John Edward Toop, North rd, Islington, Grocers, Mar léat2 at 
offices of Fraser, Nottingham 
Mar 9 at 1 at Queen’s Hotel, 
Ward, John, Leicester, Grocer. Mar 13-at 3 at offices of Wright, Belvoir st, Leicester 
Wells, William Stubbing, Buckingham Palace rd, Butcher, 
Browne and Co, Queen st. Jonas 
March 14 at 2 at the Albion Hotel, 
Williams, Alfred, Winsford, Chester, Hosier. 
Cole, Borough High st, Southwark 
Young, Charles Thomas, Godstone, Surrey, Farmer. March 7 at 2 at offices of Pearless 


st, Manchester. Boddington and Ball 
Marshall, William, Canal rd, Kingsland rd, Leather Dresser. 
Inn, Stratfordupon Avon. Lane 
Moss, Thomas Andrew, Gorton, Lancaster, Provision Dealer. 
Shaw Mitchell, Clitheroe, Paper Manufacturers. Mar 10 at 3 at office of Sale and Co, 
Railway approach, London Bridge 
Offord, Joseph Scowen, Essex, Corn Dealer, March 13 at 3 at offices of Goody and Son, 
Co, Moorgate st. Sheppard, St John’s hill, Clapham Junction 
Preston, Harvey, Cambridge, Cowkeeper. March 14 at 12 at offices of Lyon, St 
Market pl, Leicester 
Read, Thomas, Chew Magna, Somerset, Licensed Victualler. March 13 at 12 at offices 
Tennant and Jones, Aberavon 
March 10 at 2 at offices of Collins, 
Sadler. Maria Frost, Tamworth, Grocer. 
Southcott, Post Office st, Exeter. Hartnoll, Exeter 
Mar 17 at 3 at office of Hall, 
Sleightholm, Robert, Lower Cudworth, York, Gardener. 
Field, Cooper st, Manchester 
Sparrow, Robert Joseph, Preston, Brighton, Provision M@rchant. Mar 10 at 3 at office 
office of Jackson and Sharpe, High st, West Bromwich 
Taylor, William, Worcester, China Painter. Mar 13 at 11 at office of Tree and Son, High 
King st, Landilo 
Todd, Thomas, Ulverston, Painter, Mar 10 at 12 at Temperance Hall, Ulverston. 
offices of Taylor and Taylor, Metropolitan chmbrs, New Broad st 
Walmsley. George William, Barnsley, Provision Dealer. 
Wellar, William Lavender, Horsham, Sussex, Grocer. Mar 20 at 2.30 at 98, Cheapside, 
Tavern, Gresham st. Wilson and Son, Basinghall st 
Whitaker, John, Tattershall, Lincoln, Innkeeper. 
Warrington. Best, Liverpool 
Winstanley, David Watts, Liverpool, Auctioneer. 
and Sons, East Grinstead, Pearless and Beeching, Tunbridge Wells 
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SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 

Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty:pronounce it “the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
Supper, and invaluable for Invalids and Children.” 

Highly commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
all palates, keeps better in all climates, and is four times 
the strength of cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

Cocoatina 4 La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, 
cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 

In tin packets at 1s. 6d., 3s., 5s, 6d., &c., by Chemists 
and Grocers. 

Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE e SR - MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 
SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY % CLERGY GOWNS, 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE. LONDON. 


O BARRISTERS, SOLICITORS, and 
the Legal Profession.—House to be Let; rent £60; 
twenty minutes only from the Temple Station; trains 
every few minutes. House contains five bed and dressing 
rooms, bath room, and three reception rooms, excellent 
servants’ offices ; small garden; gravel soil, and healthy 
situation.—Apply to Grszs & Fizw, Cedars Estate Office, 
opposite West Kensington Station, W. 


‘F.O SOLICITORS.—The Freeholder of an 

unencumbered Building Estate, in active develop- 

ment, wishes to arrange for Advances to Builders. All 

Legal Business and a Bonus given to Solicitor arranging 

= matter.—Mr, Grau, Architect, 5, Air-street, Picca- 
y. 











ESTABLISHED 1825. 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 


MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 


Estimates and Designs submitted free for entirely Fur- 
nishing Residences, Chambers, Offices, &c. 
—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 





Carved Oak Furniture, Reproductions from Ancient 
| Designs, &c. Bedroom Furniture, including Bedstead and 
Bedding, from £7 10s. per set. 

THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 203, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehoused or Removed 
on reasonable terms. 


KEEHOLD INVESTMENT for SALE, 
producing, at present, a gross income of £832 per 
annum ; arising out of a Building in a central position at 
Westminster, let off in offices; with a further income when 
some remaining rooms are let.—For detailed particulars, 
apply to Messrs. Gro. GouLpsmiTH, Son, & Co., 2, Pont- 
street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 








OST.—Reported recently found at Exeter, 

by a Gentleman, Documents belonging to the late 

John Mole, relating to Estates—viz., the Manor of North 
Molton, &c., Devonshire ; also missing, from North Molton 
Church, Monuments to the memory of the Mole family, 
late Lords of the Manor, &c. Any information concerning 
this which shall lead to the recovery of the same by the 
direct Heir will be suitably rewarded.—Please address 
Mrs. Mo sz, 43, Tivoli-street, Cheltenham, Gloucestershire. 








| 


| 7° LET, in Chancery-lane, an Office with 
| use of Clerk.—Apply, A. B., care of Housekeeper, 
| 89, Chancery-lane. 





ind [HE MORTGAGE COMPANY of ENG- 
| LAND (LIMITED). 

| The Directors are prepared to receive applications for 
| the appointment of Manager to the Company. 

| Applications, with references, to be addressed to the 
| Secretary before the 14th March, 1882.—By order, 

| C. C. BOWLBY, Secretary. 

| No, 15, Great George-street, Westminster, 

| 24th February, 1882. 








eae MEDIOAL, AND GENERAL 
LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
13, ST. JAMES’S SQUARE, LONDON, 8.W. 
CITY BRANCH: Mansion Houses Buiipings, E.C, 





Chairman— 
Rt. Hon. Sir Jonn Ropert Mowsray, Bart., M.P., D.C.L 





ELEVENTH BONUS MEETING, 1882. 


The Report presented at a Meeting, held on the 6th 
January last, showed that on the —— basis of the 
Institute of Actuaries’ H™ Table of Mortality, with 3 per 
cent. interest and net premiums, 

The calculated liability was P 


= «-. £1,970,019 
To which further Reserves were added of 





116,684 
Making the Total Reserves ...  ... 2,086,708 
And the Assurance Fund being .., 2,483,397 
The Net Surplus was ... ow. ws £346,694 





Of this sum, £345,000 was divided—an amount larger 
by £45,000 than any previously distributed, and producing 
the highest ratio of profit ever declared by the Society— 


viz., a 
; CASH BONUS OF 82 PER OENT. 
on the Premiums of the Five Years. 


CuAIMs PAID IMMEDIATELY ON PROOF OF DEATH AND Titzz, 





The Next Division or Prorits will be in January, 
1887. Nkw PoLIcIES EFFECTED BEFORE THE END OF 
JUNE NEXT will then rank for Five full Years’ Bonus, 
and so obtain one year’s additional share of Profits. 








The Report above-mentioned, a detailed account of the 
proceedings of the Bonus meeting, the returns made to 
the Board of Trade, and every information can be 
obtained at either of the Society’s Offices, or from any 
of its Agents. 

GEO CUTCLIFFE, Actuary and Secretary, 
B. NEWBAT', Assistant Actuary. 


OMMERCIAL UNION ASSURANCE 
COMPANY.—FIRE, LIFE, MARINE. 


Capital fully subscribed ...+..see0.++++0e+ £2,500,000 
Capital paid-up ...... ; coccccce 250,000 
Life Funds in Special Trust for Life Policy- 

holders exceed be 733,000 
Total Annual Premium Income exceeds .. 1,050,000 


Curzr Orricrs: 19 anp 20, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.C. 
West Env Orricrs: 8, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 





see eeereeeeree 








UNIVERSITY OF LONDON. 


NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, That on WEDNESDAY, 267u or Aprit Next, the Senate will proce 
to ELECT EXAMINERS in the following departments :— 








Examinerships. Salaries. Present Examiners. Examinerships. Salaries. Present Examiners. 
Azts aND SCIENCE. (Each.) Laws. (Each.) 
Boia awce === ca ft RUN on, | Hance Maron Tash axoo {Br A, my 
. rt Diy Diy tT TVS, 4 ’ 1" 
Two in The English Language, Lite-) y9) — { Prof. Henry Morley, LL.D. International Law - = = = a eT 
rature, and History - -f Vacant. Two in Equity and Real Propert W. H. G, Bagsh Esq., B.A. QC 
~~ = ~~ French Language and 100 iz “4 Buisson, Esq., M.A. Law iq y a - m Pp "} 50 t Fuses . Bagshawe, Esq., B.A, Qs 
erature - - - - Prof, Cassal, LL.D. j 
Two in The German Language and so [ent Althaus, Ph.D. “> be ep Ferd and Law and 50 oi Esq., B.A. 
erature = = z Tacant. inciples of Evidence + - acant, 
Two in The Hebrew Text of the Old Two in Constitutional History of Rev. Hereford B. George, M.A 
7 25 : . , M.A, 
New Testament, the Evidences of 9 —_{ Rev. W. F, Moulton, D.D., M.A. — ee Vacant. 
the Christian Religion, and Scrip- acant. 
ture History - - - - MEDICINE, 
: a . James Sully, Esq., M.A. ‘i ar W. H. Dickinson, Esq., M.D. 
Two in Mental and Moral Science 80 {James Wark, Esq. M.A. Twoin Medicine - + = 180 40 “Hilton Fagge, Esq. M.D. 
Two in Political Economy - - 30 iat 8. Foxwell, M.A. a 150 Sir William MacCormac, M.Ch., M.As 
: : : 7 gery si Prof, John Wood, F.R.8. 
Two in Mathematics and Natural 200 J. Hopkinson, Esq., D.Sc., M.A.,F.R.S. 
Philosophy - e . . B. Williamson, Esq., M.A., F.R.S. Two in Anatomy ‘ . ‘ 100 H. G. Howse, Req M.S., M.B. 
; : ; ‘ Prof, W. G. Adams, M.A., F.R.S, Feel, Redters, So 
Twoin Experimental Philosophy - 120 wn - > 
William Garnett, Esq., M.A. Two in Phusiolo - 100 { Bret. A. Gamgee, M.D., F.R.8. 
Twoin Chemistry - - - 200 Prof. Dewar, M.A., FBS, meer ibai onic om 1 P. H. Pye-Smith, Esq., M.D., B.A. 
: ; Vacant. Two in Ob ie Medici J. M. Duncan, Esq., M.D., LL.D. 
Two sa.letony and Vegetable Physi. "5 w. 1. Thiaelton Dyer, Ese AL AF RS. wo in Obstetric Medicine ~- ° % Henry Gervis, Esq., M.D. 
- - - - - ydn . Vines, Esq., D.Sc., M.A. Z ‘ . 
: . E Two in Materia Medica and Pharma- Prof. E. B, Baxter, M.D. 
Two in Comparative Anatomy and 499 { Prof. A. Milnes Marshall, D.8c., M.A. |“ Ceutical Chemistry ~ + “hf protean Roberts, M.D., B.Sc. 
Two in Geology and Palaeontology - 75 Prof. P. M. Duncan, M.B., F.R.S. Two in Forensic Medicine « a 50 Prof. G. V. Poore, M.D., F.B.8. 
Vacant? 


R. Davies Roberts, Esq., D.Sc., M.A. 


The Examiners above-named are re-eligible, and intend to offer themselves for re-election. 
; Candidates must send in their names to the Registrar, with any attestation of their qualifications they may think desirable, on or befo 
TUESDAY, Marcu 287TH. It is particularly desired by the Senate that no personal application of any kind be made to its individua 


Members. 


University of London, Burlington-gardens, 
February 28th, 1882. 


By order of the Senate, 


W., 








ARTHUR MILMAN, M.A., 
Registrar. 
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